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PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS. 


SDA 


To those who believe that the Bible con- 
tains the will of God for the guidance of 
Man,.the following observations, preliminary 
to the Argument hereafter presented, must 
appear self-evidently true. — 

Our title-page expresses the doctrine which 
we intend to demonstrate not only by direct 
proof, but by the consequences that fairly flow 
from its denial; and we think no exception 
can be taken to this manner of handling 
the subject. In our judgment, the argument 
technically called Repucrio ap ABSURDUM, Is 
eminently fitted to convince men of the truth 
of this doctrine. It has the advantage of a 
constant appeal to first principles, and to 
common sense; and is the shortest way of 
screwing up the mind toa permanent deci- 
sion. The greatest respect for those who 
differ from us, is perfectly compatible with 
our anxiety to. convince them of what we 
think, dangerous errors; nay the very at- 
tempt to lead them to what we are persuaded 
is the truth, if fairly interpreted, will secure 
for usa hearing. Our appeal is to Reason, 
and we only address our argument to men 
who can reason, who dare reason, and who 
will reason. Payson somewhere says, ‘‘ He 
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who cannot reason, is a fool; he who dare 
not reason, is a coward ; and he who will not 
reason, isa knave.”? This is brief. It de- 
scribes those to whom books are of no use, 
and for whom they were never intended ; 
and if any such happen to get hold of this, 
we hope they will quietly lay it down. It is 
written only for reasonable men, who are 
willing, irrespective of sects and parties, to 
have their opinions sifted by the ran of Bible 
truth. If their opinions stand this test, it 
will be to them a matter of rejoicing, a so~ 
lace and source of peace. If they do not, 
the sooner they are abandoned, the better. 
Because Salvation is a matter of mere mer- 
cy, and not of justice, God has a right to set- 
tle the grant according to his own good plea- 
sure. He has aright to prescribe to sinners 
what they must believe, as well as what they 
must do. ‘The pocrrines of the Gospel are 
therefore authoritatively given for this ex- 
press purpose viz, to form our system of re- 
ligious belief, and to regulate our course of 
moral action. Were Salvation to us a reward 
of works, it would be connected consequen- 
tially with our course of moral action; but 
because it is a gift of Grace, it is suspended 
upon our system of religious belief. We 
therefore can no more arbitrate in matters of 
faith, than in matters of morals; and we are 
just as responsible for our faith as we are. for 
our practice. Were this not the case, the so- 
lemn declaration would never haye been 
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made, ‘‘ He that believeth, shall be saved: 
he that believeth not shall be damned.” 

That Salvation must be consequent upona 
rght faith, and independent of human merit, 
is obvious. from God’s method of estimating 
human character. His rule is this: ‘¢ As a 
man THINKETH in his heart, so is he.’?’ Now 
if we pursue a course of right acting in mat- 
ters of mere moral conduct, and yet a course 
of wrong thinking in matters of religious 
belief, it is of no moment how commend- 
able our external lives may be, we can- 
not bear measurement by this rule; and be- 
ing found wanting, we cannot meet with the 
mercy of our Maker for this simple reason— 
instead of obeying his prescriptive will, 
set up a standard of our own he can never 
acknowledge, and thus become guilty of an 
act of the highest rebellion. 

All doctrines are not alike important. All 
errors of faith are not alike prejudicial to the 
welfare of the soul. But some doctrines are 
fundamental, and some errors are fatal. This 
is evident. The doctrines which are the 
the foundation stones supporting the entire 
fabric of Christianity must be believed, for 
the belief of themare necessary to form Chris- 
tian character, and consequently necessary to 
salvation; and by the aforesaid rule, ‘‘asa 
man thinketh in his heart,’ thus receiving or 
rejecting them, ‘‘so is he”? in the sight of God. 
It becomes us therefore to ‘‘ search the scrip- 
tures’? dil’ gently, that we may be able to dis- 
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criminate between those doctrines which 
are necessary, and those which are not; 
“ready always to give an answer to every 
man that asketh a reason of the hope that 
is in us.??> When immortal interests are 
involved, our wisdom is shown in fearlessly 
encountering whatever may be respectfully 
said in opposition to our views. ‘To confront 
the statements of principles with the sallies 
of passion is neither prudent nor safe. We 
cannot afford to decide the validity of our 
heavenly hopes, by such an unseemly con- 
test. The man that has supreme love for 
truth, will defend his principles by urging 
facts and proofs, until he convinces or is 
convinced, and then in the name of truth, 
will either demand or yield a surrender. Or 
if he be debating a point with himself, he 
will honestly weigh both sides of the question, 
and because he does so dispassionately, 
though slowly, yet surely will he arrive at 
the truth. This isthe general issue of all in- 
vestigation thus made. 

Among those doctrines we consider funda- 
mental, the Supreme Deity of Christ 1s pre- 
eminent. They who believe that He is 
Gop, and they who simply hold him to be a 
CREATURE, embrace two doctrines upon 
which are built up two systems, necessarily 
as wide apart in their principles, statements, 
and general results, as the poles of the earth. 
Their’s is not. a simple disagreement, but a 
total irreconcilable contradiction from the 


beginning to the end, ‘The one is a positive, 
the other a negative ; what the one attracts, 
the other repels ; therefore if one be right, the 
other is wrong; if one be saving truth, the 
other is ruinous error. The difference may 
be thus briefly stated. If Christ be not God, 
but a mere creature, then I am an IDOLATER 
of the worst kind, and according to the scrip- 
tures my faith must banish me from heaven. 
If, on the other hand, Christ be God and noi 
a creature, then they who believe the contra- 
ry are involved in this calamity, because 
“they glorify Him not as God;’’ and be- 
cause they ‘‘ change the glory of the incor- 
ruptible God’? by degrading Him to the level 
of acreature. If Christ beynot God, then is 
it impossible for me to be saved, for | depend 
upon his infinite atonement and imputed 
righteousness for salvation, which no crea- 
ture can make; butif Christ be God, then 
they who reject his Divinity, in’ rejecting 
his atonement and righteousness for their per- 
sonal acceptance because he is but a creature, 
are consistent with themselves; but then 
thereby they put themselves out of the pale 
of gospel hope, ‘‘for without the shedding of 
blood there is no remission.?? ~~ 

These things are so, or they are not SO. 1t 
they are so, it would be very unfair to decry 
this statement on the score of ‘‘ uncharitable- 
ness,’ because charity itself, which means 
love to men, naturally urges the investiga- 
tion here commended. If they are not so, 
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then charily is equally concerned in exposing 
the fallacy of the subsequent argument.— 
Principles, systems, and their practical re- 
sults, so far as they relate to the best inter- 
ests of men, charity demands us to canva 28 
that truth may be brought out in all its 

strength, to animate our hopes, to subdue our 
fears, to invigorate our faith, and to secure 
our peace. Charity, in the cant phrase of 
the day, means the obsequiousness of an 
elastic ccuscience—the ductility of religious 
principle, by which, out of mere compliment 
to all men, we should regard tbeir opinions, 

be they what they may, with equal forbear. 
ance and outward respect. This sentiment, 
which the word never did and never can con- 
vey, is as false in theory as it is mischievous - 

in practice. According to this, Christ and 

his Apostles were the most uncharitable de- 
nouncers that ever lived, and all efforts to 
recover men from the dangers of error, are the 
mere outbreakings of an uncharitable spint ! 
dut we have not so learned the gospel. 


‘‘Charity rejoiceth not in iniquity, but 1ejoi-- 


ceth in the TrutTH.’’? Because she loves the 


souls of men, she is faithful in exposing er- 
ror 5 and while she holds up the true gospel 
in love, the very same principle demands 
that she should also ‘rebuke,’ and warn 
men against all that is fatal to a saving faith, 
and a solid hope. If, for instance, the su- 
preme Deity of Chnst be a truth, it must be a 
fundamental truth; for out of it grow other 
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truths which the Scriptures teach are neces- 
sary to salvation. Therefore we are bound, 
by every consideration, to bring this matter 
to the test of Scripture, pushing opinions to 
their legitimate consequences, regardless of 
-what cavillers may think or say. From the 
lovers of truth, there is every thing to hope ; 
from the indifferentist and pseudo-liberal, 
there is nothing to fear. We know of no 
other way, whereby we may obey the Apos- 
_ tolic injunctions, ‘‘ Earnestly contend for the 
faith once delivered to the saints.”? ‘* Prove 
all things, hold fast that which is good.” 
‘¢ Whatsoever things are true, whatsoever 
things are honest, whatsoever things are jnst, 
whatsoever things are pure, whatsoever 
things are lovely, whatsoever things are of 
good report, if there be any virtue, and if 
there be any praise THINK on these things.” 
The great question to be settled is this—Do 
THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT JESUS CHRisT I$ 
THe SupREME Gop? We believe they do most 
clearly establish this doctrine, and we think 
it can. be shown to the satisfaction of every 
considerate and candid mind, that this belief 
necessarily” flows from, and consequently i ig 
enjoined by the Bible. We therefore.invite 


proof, which convinces us, on a point we 
must consider vital to Christianity. Whate- 
ver system of faith reduces us to an absurdi- 
ty, must be abandoned. We intend to show 
that such is the effect of the denial of the su- 
preme Godhead of Christ. 
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1. CoLLaTION OF SCRIPTURE. g? 
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The Divinity of Christ is proved by comma 
paring the declarations and prophecies of. 
the Old Testament with their applications 
made to Him in the New. 

Ist. Gen. 17: 1—And when Abram was 
ninety years old and nine, Jenovan appeared 
to Abram and said unto ‘him, Tam the 
mienty God. me 

Rev. 1: 8—I (Jesus Christ) am Mago and 
Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith 
the Lord which 1s, and which was, and which, 
is to com the ALMIGHTY. 


midie second ta 8 John “sehibes 
e to*Christ. Therefore ue is the supreme 


9d. ix 7 : 2—And Moses said unto them, 
Why chide ye with me? Wherefore do ye 
tempt JEHOVAH. 

Ps, 78: 56—They tempted and provoked 
the mosT Hicu Gop. 


li : 
1 Cor. 10: 9—Neither let us tempt Curist, 
as some of them also tempted, and were 
destroyed of serpents. 


According to Moses, the Israelites tempted Jehovah ; and 
according to David, they tempted the most high God. But Paul 
says they tempted Chrisi, therefore Christ is both Jehovah and 


the Most High God, otherwise Paul deceives us! 


3d. Deut. 32: 3. 4.—I Will publish the 
name of JEHOVAH: ascribe ye greatness unto 
our Gop. He is the Rocx, his work is per- 
fect. 

1 Cor. 10: 4—They drank of that spiritu- 
al Rock that followed them; and that Rocx 
was Curist. 


i Moses declares that the Rock he speaks of, is Jenova Gop. 
ul affirms that the Rock was Christ.. Therefore Hx is Je- 
oval, God, or Paul deceives ! 


4th. 1. Ch. 28: 6—JrvHovau searcheth all 
hearts, and understandeth all the imagina- 
tions of the thoughts. 

Rev. 2: 23—I am HE yikes searcheth the 
reins and hearts. 


According to David, Jehovah bias the heart, and this 
is his prerogative alone. 1 Kings 8: 39. But according to 
John, Jesus exercises the same prerogative. Therefore He is 
Jehovah, or John deceives us ! sie. 


5th. Ps. 16: 8—I have set Jinoven al. 


“, / ways before me, because he is always at my 


night hand, I shall not be moved. 
Acts 2: 25—-For David speaketh concern- 


wr 
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ing him (Curisr) I foresaw the Lord always 
before my face, for he is on my right hand, 
that I should not be moved. 


a ts 


David spoke of the self-existent Jehovah, but when he did 
wo, Peter says he meant Curist: Therefore Christ is the self. 
existent Jehovah, or Peter deceives us! 


6th. Ps. 45: ) Thy throne O God is for 


ever and ever, the sceptre of thy kingdom is 


a right sceptre. 

Heb. 1: 8—But unto the Son he saith, 
Thy throne O God is for ever and ever, a 
sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy 
kingdom. 

The first of these passages evidently refers to none but the 
great God, for whose throne besides his, is for ever and ever ? 
But the second declares that it relates specifically to Christ. 
Therefore Christ is God whose throne endures for ever, or 
Paul again deceives us! 


7th. Ps. 68: 17. 18—The chariots of God 
are twenty thousand even thousands of an- 
gels. JeHovaH is among them asin Sinai, in 
the holy place. Thou hast ascended on high, 
thou hast led captivity captive : thou hast re- 
cewed gifts for men. 

Eph. 4: '7. 8—But unto every one of us is 
grace given according to the measure of the 
gift of Curisr. Wherefore he saith, when 
mE ascended upon high, he led: captivity cap- 
tive, and gave gifts unto men. 


In the first of these quotations, the. Psalmist addresses Je- 


hovah as the one who ascended on high leading captivity cap-. 
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captive. In the second Paul applies these words to Christ 
as the one whom David meant. Therefore Christ is Jehovah, 
or Paul deceives again! 

Sth. Ps. 102: 24-27—I said, O my Gop, 
take me not away in the midst of my days: 
r years are throughout all generations. Of 
old hast thou laid the foundations of the 
earth: and the heavens are the work of thy 
hands. They shall perish but thou shalt en- 


ebiie : yea all of them shall wax old like a 


garment; as a vesture shalt thou change 
them, and they shall be changed. But thou 
art the same and thy years shall have no end. 

Heb. 1: 10. 11. 12.—But unto the Son he 
saith And thou, Lorp, in the beginning 
hast laid the foundation of the earth; and 
the heavens are the works of thy hands. 


They shall perish; but thou remainest : and 


they shall wax old as doth a garment; and 
as a vesture shalt thou fold them up, and 
they shallbe changed: but thouart the same, 
and thy years shall not fail. 


David here addresses the self-existent God who is the First 
Cause of all things, and who shall change all things; but Paul 
applies his words as descriptive of the nature and works of 
Christ. Therefore Christ is the self-existent God, otherwise 
Paul is guilty of blasphemy ! 


9th. Ps. 31: 5—Into thy hands Le commit 
my spirit; thou hast redeemed me, O JEno- 
vAH GoD OF TRUTH. 

Acts 7: 59—And they stoned Stephen 
calling upon, and saying-Lorp Jesus receive. 
my spirit. 

2 
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This devout prayer of David, the martyr adopts in his last 
moments addressing our Saviour. Therefore the Lord Jesus 
is Jehovah God of truth or Stephen was guilty of blasphemy, 
and rightly put to death, according to the law of God, by sto- 
ning. He deceived himself and deceived others in the last 
act of his life ! mA 
a 

10th. Prov. 3: 12—For whom J&novau 
loveth, he correeteth. 

Rev. 3: 19—As many asI love, I rebuke 
and chasten. 


Curist adopts these words as applicable to himself, oe 
are descriptive of the mercy and deaiings of Jehovah with his 
children. Therefore He is Jehovah, or He also deceives tg !! 


11th. Is. 6: 3. 5.—And one cried unto an- 
other, and said, Hoty, noLty, HOLY 1s JEno- 
VAH OF Hosts ; Hi “the whole earth is full of nis 
GLORY. mine eyes have seen THE KING 
JEHOVAH OF Hosts. 

John 12: 41—These things said Esaias when 
he sAW HIS GLORY AND SPAKE OF HIM. 


The Evangelist applies this sublime description directly to 
Christ, and says that the prophet spoke of him. Therefore Hr 
is the King, Jehovah of Hosts; or John passes off upon us, for 
truth, the most mischievous and blasphemous falsehood ! 


12th. Is. 8: 13. 14.—Sanctify the Lorp or 
HOSTS HIMSELF, and let Him be your fear, and 
let nim be your dread. And HE shall be for 
a sanctuary : but for a sTONE OF STUMBLING 
AND A ROCK OF OFFENCE, to both houses of 


Israel. 
1 Pet. 2: 7. 8.—Unto you therefore which 
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believe, he (Curisr) is precious: but unto 
them which be disobedient, the stone which 
the builders disallowed, the same is made the 
head of the corner, and A STONE OF STUMB- 
LING, AND A ROCK OF OFFENCE, to them which 
stumble at the word, being disobedient. 


According to the Prophet, the Lord of Hosts himself is a 
stone of stumbling, and a rock of offence, but aecording to 
the Apostle, Curisr is this stone, and rock. Therefore He is 
the Lord of Hosts himself: otherwise Peter deceives us ! 


13th. Is. 40: 3.—The voice of him that 
crieth in the wilderness. Prepare ye the 
way of Jenovan, make straight in the desert 
a high way for our God. 

Mat, 3: 3.—For this is he that was spo- 
ken of by the prophet Esaias, saying, The 
voice of one crying in the wilderness, prepare 
ye way of the Lorp, make his paths straight. 


Matthew says that John the Baptist was the person meant 
by Isaiah, who was to cry, prepare ye the way of Jehovah ; 
but John came to prepare the way for Curist. Therefore 
Christ is Jehovah, or Matthew deceives us! 


Is. 40: 8—The word of ovr Gop shall 
stand forever. 

Mark 13: 31—Heaven and earth shall 
pass away, but my words shall not pass away. 


_ Christ affirms of u1s own word, what the prophet affirms of 
the word of our Gop, but this he can not do with truth unless 
he is our God ; otherwise he is guilty of the sin with which the 
Jews charged him, and for which according to the law, he 


ought to have been stoned! 
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18th. Is. 40: 10.—Behold the Lorp Gop 
will come with strong hand, and bis arms 
shall rule for him: behold hile reward is with 
Hrm and nis work before him. 
~ Rev. 22: 12—Behold I (Jesus) come quick- 
ly ; and my reward is with ME to give every 
man according as his work shall be. 

What the prophet declares of the Lord God who will come, 
Christ declares of himself as. about to come quickly. There- 


fore He is the Lorp Gop, or else he uses the language of the 
Bible deceitfully ! 


16th. Is. 43: 3.—For IT am Jrvovay THY 
Gop, Tur Hoty ont or IsraEt, THY SAVIOUR. 

2 Pet 3: 18.—Ovur Lorp anp Saviour 
Jesus Curist. 

We must remember that lanenhowy in the New Testament is 
borrowed from the Old Testament. He who is our Saviour, 
according to the prophet, is. Jehovah God, the Holy One ; but 
he who is oux Saviour, according to the Apostle, is Jesus Christ. 
Therefore Christ is Jehovah God,and the Holy One ; or Peter 
deceives worse than he did,when he said ‘I know not the man !’ 


17th. Is. 44: 6.—Thus saith JEHovaH THE 
Kine or Israrxi and his Redeemer, Jenovan 
OF HOSTS, ] AM THE FIRST AND THE LAST: AND 
BESIDES ME THERE IS No Gop. 

Rev. 22: 13.—I (Jesus) am Alpha and O- 
mega, the beginning and the end, THE FIRST 
AND THE LAST. 

According to the Prophet, he hes is the first and the last, 1s 
Jehovah of hosts, besides whom there is no God. But accor- 
ding to the Apostles Christ is the first and the last ; therefore 
Heis Jehovah of Hosts, besides whom there is no God. If 
this be not so, then the Saviour of the world inspired John to 
deceive the world! ! 
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18th. Zech. 12: 10.—And I (Jehovah) 
will pour upon the house of David, and upon 
the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the spirit of 
grace and of supplication : and they shall look 
upon me whom they have PireRceD and they 
shall mourn. 

John 19: 38.—And again another scrip- 
ture saith, They shall look on uim (Christ) 
whom they PIERCED. 

According to fthe prophet, the one who is pierced, is Jeho- 
vah ; but according to the Apostle, Christ 1s the one meant ; 
for to him, he applies this prophecy. Therefore Christ is Jx- 
HovaH, or John either ignorantly, or deceitfully perverts the 
prophecy ! 

19th. Micah 5: 2.—But thou Bethlehe:i 
Ephratah, though thou be httle among th: 
thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shai. 
come forth unto me that is to be RULER in 
Israel: whose goings forth have been from 
of old, from EVERLASTING. 

Mat. 2: 6—And thou Bethlehem, in the 
land of Juda, art not least among the 
princes of Juda: for out of thee shall come 
a governor that shall ruLE my people Israel. 


According to the Prophet, this ruler has been from Eterni- 
ty, and the eternity of the past, can never be predicated of a 
created being: therefore he must mean the uncreated God.— 
But the Evangelist says this prophecy is fulfilled in Christ, 
who consequently must have existed from the eternity of the 
past, and is therefore the uncREATED Gop. If this be notso, 
Matthew deceives us! 


20th. Is. 43: 11—I even I am JEHOVAN: 
| and besides me there is yo Saviour. 
‘ 9* 
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Acts 4: 12.—For there is none other. NAME 
under heaven given among men vtec we 
must be SAVED. — 


The Prophet declares there ig no 'ganiou: but Hz whose 
name is Jenovan, and the Apostle declares there is no Sa- 
viour but He whose name is Curist. Therefore Christ is Je- 
hovah, or else an inspired Prophet irreconcilably contradicts 
an inspired Evangelist ! — 


Qist.. Jer: 23: 94 Do i003 FILL heaven 
and earth saith JeEHovaH. - 

Eph. 1: 23-—-The fulness of him (Curist) 
that FILLETH all in all. 


The Prophet declares Jehovah fills heaven and earth, which 
means universal space. The Apostle affirms that Christ fills 
all in all which must mean the same thing. Therefore Christ 
is the Omnipresent Jehovah, or else Paul asserts What cannot 
DF roe! 


22d. Ps. 89: 8. 9.—O Jexovan Gop or 
Hosts, who is a stroné JEeHovan like unto 
thee ? orto thy faithfulness round about thee ? 
Thou rulest the raging of the sea: when the 
waves thereof arise, THov stillest them. 

Mark 4:39. 40—And ue arose, and rebu- 
ked the wind, and said unto the sea, Peace, 
be stall. And there was a greatcalm. And 
they feared exceedingly, and said one to 
another, what manner of man is this, that 
even the winds and the sea obey him ? 


That Jehovah God of Hosts is the strong Jehovah, like un- 
to whom there is no Other, David argues from the fact of its 
being his prerogative to quell the commotion of the sea. But 
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Ghrist did precisely the same thing: and the exclamation of 
his disciples, “What manner of man is this !” showed that in- 
dependent exercise of divine power, in'the way of which Da- 
vid speaks; was to them the first proof of the Godhead of 
Christ, a doctrine they.more fully understood afterwards, and 
most clearly unfolded. Now if the Psalmistreasoned rightly, 
then Christ must be the srrone Jenovan; but if he be only a 
creature, then his argumeht is good for nothing, and he was 
himself deceived !* me 


93d. Proverbs 16: 4.—JzeHovan made ail 
things FoR HIMSELF. ey 

Col. 1: 16—All things were created by Him, 
and FOR HIM, 1.e. Christ. 


Therefore Christ is Jehovah, or Paul deceives us! 


24th. Isaiah 9: 6—For UNTO US A CHILD Is 
BORN, unto us a son is given, and the govern- 
ment shall be upon his shoulder; and his 
name shall be called WonpEerruL, CounsEL- 
tor, Tue Micuty Gop, Tue Everuastine Fa- 
THER, [HE Prince OF PEACE. 

Luke 2: 11—For unto you Is BORN THIs 
pay, in the city of David, a Saviour which is 
Christ the Lord. 

John 19: 12—And he (Christ) hada name 
written that no man knew but he himself. 

Rev. 3: 18—I (Jesus) counsex thee, etc. 

Rev. 1: 8—I (Jesus) am—the ALMicuty. 

John 8: 58—Before Abraham was I am. 

Acts 3: 15—The Prixce of life. 


* We remind the reader, that wherever the name Lorn oc- 
curs in the Old Testament printed in smabi caPiTaxs, the origi- 
nalis Jenovan, and we have substiuted the latter for the for- 
mer, as itis the peculiar proper name of the Supreme God ; 
and nobody denies it, simply because nobody ean. 
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We have here given twenty-four instances 
of inspired commentary, enough to satisfy any 
one. Now let us gather the descriptions of 
Christ which the writers of the New Testa- 
ment have taken out of the Old Testament 
and have applied to him, as they intimate, 
according to the original intention of the 
Prophets, and let us look at them in their 
collective strength, and then determine whe- 
ther they can be applied to a created being. 

According to their exposition, Christ ‘our 
Saviour is— 

ALMIGHTY—JEHOVAH—THE MOST HIGH GOD— 
ROCK—THE SEARCHER OF HEARTS—GOD—LORD— 
JEHOVAH GOD OF TRUTH—THE KING JEHOVAH OF 
HOSTS—THE LORD OF HOSTS HIMSELF—OUR GOD 
—THE LORD GOD—THE FIRST AND THE LAST— 
BESIDES WHOM NO GOD—THE STRONG JEHOVAH 
—WONDERFUL—COUNSELLOR—THE MIGHTY GOD 
—THE EVERLASTING FATHER—THE PRINCE OF 
PEACE. 

Now we may ask will any man in his senses, 
after a fair view of the subject, suppose that 
these sublime and divine titles, by any possi- 
bility can be applied as descriptive of a crEa- 
TURE ? We are sure they cannot, without 
the grossest blasphemy. Thus did the Eter- 
nal announce himself to Isaiah. ‘‘I am Je- 
hovah, that is my name, and my glory will I 
not give unto another.”? Yet with this fami- 
liar text upon their hearts as Jews, did the 
New Testament writers not only ascribe the 
peculiar name of Jehovah to Christ, but also 
that name in every form and combination 
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that can convey the idea of Supreme God- 
head! What then is the consequence ?. Tuts. 
Either Christ is God, or the whole Bible. is 
one monstrous delusion!! Either Christ is 
God, or the Apostles an infamous, junto of 
conspiring knaves!! . If they have interpre- 
ted the sacred oracles rightly, then the Pro- 
‘phets have been the most wicked men that 
ever lived; and if the prophets are to be be- 
heved, then God is the auTHor oF sin!!! 
This is an, awful conclusion, but from it 
' ,there is no escape: If Christ be God, all the 
animated glowing descriptions of prophecy,all 
these divine titles applied to him, are his by 
right ; and-it very properly goes the whole 
length of language in the very combination 
of words that must necessarily express su- 
preme Godhead. But if Christ be not God, 
the Apostles apply terms and phrases to bim 
which. can never be given to any created be- 
ing without blasphemy. Nocreature in hea- 
ven or earth, was ever honored with such di- 
vine titles. If they correctly quote the pro- 
phets, these also are mnvolved in the same 
condemnation; and if the prophets *‘ spake 
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost,”’ 
then God, who most severely punished men 
for the sin of idolatry, himself inspired the 
writer of the entire Bible to lead men into 
that abominable sin which he hates!!! More- 
over, if Christ be not God, Mohammed has 
more accurately described his character than 
his own inspired witnesses. In evidence of this 
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we will quote the Koran. ‘*They are infi- 
dels who declare that God is Christ: Christ 
the son of Mary is no more than God’s en- 
voy. Christians say Christ is the son of God ; 
how are they infatuated! far be it from God 
that he should have a Son. Jesus is no other 
than a servant. O Jesus, son of Mary, dost 
thou persuade mankind to put thee in the 
place of God??? We do not say any man 
avowedly believes this impious absurdity, but 
this does not relieve the matter; for men 
are held accountable for the consequences of 
their faith, just as much as for the consequen- 
ces of their conduct, by that law which ex- 
tends to the heart. And that what we have 
just stated as necessarily resulting from the 
denial of the Deity of Christ, by fair deduc- 
tion, is not misstated, we are willing to leave 
to the judgment of our candid readers. 


OTHER DIVINE TITLES. 


if. New Testament Texts INTELLIGIBLE 
ONLY ON THE GROUND OF THE HyvostTaTic 
UsI0n. 


_ The close precision and manifest design of 
the language of Christ and his Apostles on the 
subject of his Divinity, afford an argument 
around which the wit of man can never get. 
If words in their grammatical construction, 
and mutual dependence, be the certain signs 
of clear ideas, then we hope to vindicate the 
honor and the majesty of our blessed Lord. 

Ist. John 1: 1. 2. 3. 14.—In the beginning — 
was the worpD, and the worp was with God, 
and the word was Gop. ‘The same was 
in the beginning with God. All things were 
made by him, and without him was not any 
thing made that was made. In him was life : 
and the life was the light of men.—And the 
Word was made flesh and dwelt among us.”’ 

The term Word is evidently so applied that 
it must mean either a creature or the Creator. 
If it be the latter, then the passage is intelli- 
gible; butif it mean the former, it is absurd. 
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Supposing it means a creature, by substitu- 
ting terms, we have the following instruction. 

“Th the beginning wasa creature, and a crea- 
ture was with God, and a creature was God (!) 
‘The same (creature) was in the beginning 
with God. All things were made by a crea- 
ture, and without a creature was not any 
thing made that was made.’’? Of course this 
creature lived before he ezisted, for his first 
act was to make himself! ** And a creature 
was made flesh, and dwelt among us.” If 
this creature was only a man, then we are 
such fools by implication, that it was neces- 
sary for inspiration to tell us, lest we should 
mistake, that aman was made flesh / 

2d. John 14: 7-10.—Christ made this re- 
ply to enlighten his disciples on the very 
matter now in dispute in regard to himself: 
‘¢Tf ye had known me, ye should have known 
my Father also: and from henceforth ye 
know him, and have seen him. Philip saith 
unto him, Lord show us the Father, and it 
sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto hini: Have 
I been so long time with you, and yet hast 
thou not known me Philip? He that hath 
seen me hath seen the Father: and how say- 
est thou then, Show us the Father? Believ- 
est thou not that I am in the Father, and 
the Father in me? The words that I speak 
unto you, I speak not of myself, but the Fa- 
ther that dwelleth in me he doeth the work.” 

Now, without entering into a critical anal- 
ysis of this passage, it is perfectly plain, 
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that the language conveys something essen- 
tially different from, and infinitely beyond 
mere unity of purpose and will. ‘There is ne 
question as to the meaning of the term Fa- 
ther ; all agree that the Supreme God is the 
great subject of discourse. It cannot be de- 
nied. Let us then substitute one term for 
the other, and then read the luminous decla- 
ration. ‘‘ If ye had known me, ye should have 
known God also, and (but) from henceforth 
ye know him, and have seen him. Philip 
saith unto him, Lord, show us God and it suff... 
ceth us. Jesus saith untohim. Have I been so 
long time with you,and yet hast thou not known 
me Philip? He that has seen me, hath seen 
God ; and how sayest thou show us God? Be- 
lievest thou not that lam in God and God in 
me ? The words that I speak unto you, I speak 
not of myself, but God that dwelleth in me 
he doeth the work.’’ Can this language, by 
any possible construction, be affirmed of him- 
self by any creature 2 Never. The highest 
archangel dare not say ‘‘ he that hath seen 
me, hath seen the Supreme God.”? It would 
be a blasphemous falsehood, it would be iden- 
tifying the creature with the Creator. Besides, 
Philip was making the same request that Mo- 
ses made, and our Lord proceeded to enlight- 
en him on the subject of that request. But 
if Christ be but a creafure, what. confusion 
could be more confounding than this, ‘‘ He 
that hath seen me the creature, hath seen 
God the creator. Believest thou not that I, 
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the creature, am in God, the Creator, and 
God the Creator in me the creature? Such 
language in the mouth of Him who was Phi- 
lip’s instructor, on the supposition that he is 
not the supreme God, is to say the least, the 
language of evasion and deception! He af- 
firmed an essential untruth, and was guilty 
of the most horrid impiety, in arrogating to 
himself a divine nature, divine attributes, 
and divine honors, only to deceive the confi- 
dence of a simple enquirer after truth !! He 
affirmed that to know Christ, and to know 
God; to see Christ, and to see God, was one 
and the same thing, because Christ was in 
God, and God was in Christ. Can language 
be stronger than this? Could any creature 
use it and be guiltless? No. What then is 
the conclusion to which we must come? If 
Christ be not God, but a creature, he was dis- 
honest with his poor disciple, he imposed 
upon his credulity an argument for his en- 
lightenment, that could only perplex and 
mislead him. He taught him to regard a crea- 
ture worthy of equal honor with the Father 
after whom he was inquiring, and consequent- 
ly presented Himself as worthy of divine 
worship! How different the good Moham- 
med! What a perfect contrast between the 
prophet of Mecca, and the impostor of Gali- 
lee! The former declared that ‘* There ia 
one God, and Mohammed is his prophet;”’ 
but the latter, the more impious of the two, 
affirmed that he, a creature, was in the Crea- 
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tor, and the Creator in him the creature ! It 
follows therefore, that Mohammed was more 
successful than Christ in giving right ideas of 
the great God, and of course is a safer guide 
than Jesus of Nazareth. It follows, that the 
disciples of the Crescent are the ‘ true wor- 
shippers,” and the children of wisdom; whilst 
those of the Cross are gross idolators, and un- 
der the ban of God!! Escape this, who can. 


3d. Acts 20: 28—Feed the Church of God 
which he hath purchased with his own blood. 


Any one can see at a glance that this text 
is perfectly inexplicable, unless we admit 
that Christ is God as well as man, Upon 
this admission, the phrase ‘ blood of God,’ pre- 
sents no more difficulty than ‘the hand of 
God,’ or ‘the eye of God,’ althouvh an unusual 
phrase. The blood of Christ is called the blood 
of God, because God and man were united 
in him. If this be disputed, there is no other 
possible way of making it intelligible but by 
denying the genuineness of the original.— 
This has been attempted, but the common 
reading cannot be supplanted. Moreover it 
strengthens considerably the underpinning of 
our system, that they who would rob the Son 
of God must first do violence to the word of 
God. Compare 1 Pet.1: 18. 19, and 5: 2. 


Ath. ‘Romans 9; 5—W hose are the fathers, 
and of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ 
came, who is over all, God blessed forever, 
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Now, if in Christ there is not a union of 
the divine and human natures, this text is 
perfectly unintelligible. If he be but a man, 
then we have the edifying information, that 
“as concerning the flesh, aman came’!! And 
if he be the highest creature, then we have 
the absurb dogma, that one creature in the 
shape of another creature, is the Creator !! 
None but the Supreme, can be ‘God over 
all blessed for ever.”? How much more 
truthful the representation given by Moham- 
med! ‘Verily the likeness of Jesus in the 
sight of Gop is as the hkeness of Adam; He 
created him out of the dust, and then said 
unto him, Be; and he was.’? ‘* Christ the 
son of Mary is no more than an Apostle, 
other Apostles have preceded him.”’ ‘ Jesus 
is no other than a servant, whom we favored 
with the gift of propiecy’’* ‘This language 
is intelligible, precise, and cannot be mis- 
taken. Now if Christ be not God, then it 
follows that the Prophet of Mecca was 
much better qualified to use language cor- 
rectly than Paul, and was not guilty of such 
mischievous and stupid blunders as an inspir- 
red apostle ef Christ!! ‘‘ Whose are the fa- 
thers, and of whom, asto the human nature,the 
Supreme God came who is blessed for ever,” 
is readily understood ; but if we read thus— 
‘SWhose are the father and of whom as to 
human nature, a man came, or a Creature 
came, who is the Supreme God,’’ it is rank 

* Sale’s Koran, pp. 48. 92. 400. 
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nonsense ; it is an impious untruth uttered by 
inspiration. Mehammed is therefore men- 
tally morally and religiously superior to Paul, 

and more worthy of our confidence ! t- 


5th. 1 Cor. 2:'7,8.—But we speak the wis- 
dom of God in a mystery, even the hid- 
den wisdom, which God ordained before the 
world unto our glory: which none of the 
princes of this world knew: for had they 
known it, they would not have crucified the 
Lord of Glory. 


-This is a Hebraism for arias Lord—a ti- 
tle applied to the Deity in the Old Testa- 
ment. Is. 33: 21. Ps.24:8. 10. See also 
Acts 7:2. He who was crucified, as to his 
manhood, is the Lord of glory 1. e. Jehovah, 
or the passage is unMeaning. 


6th. 2 Cor.&: 18. 19.—And all things are 
of God who hath reconciled us to himself by 
Jesus Christ, and hath given to us the minis- 
try of reconciliation ; to wit, that God was in 
Christ reconciling the world unto himself. 


This passage is strong. The first truth sta- 
ted is, that God by Christ has reconciled ; and 
the second, that God was in Christ when he 
reconciled. ‘Therefore God and man were 
united in him. If this be denied then the 
Apostle is made to say ‘‘ God hath reconciled 
us to himself by Christ, and hath given us 
the ministry of reconciliation, to wit, that God 
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was by Christ reconciling, &c.”’1 Such tauto- 
logy Paul was never guilty of. 


7th. 2 Cor. 8: 9,.—For ye know the grace 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, that, though he was 
rich, yet for our sakes he became poor. 


When and how he became poor, we all 
know: when and how he was rich before 
this time, is a question for those to decide 
who deny his pre-existence. If he was only 
‘a man, this passage is without sense. If he 
was more than man, but less than God, he 
must have been of the angelic nature. But 
Paul says, Heb 1: 16, ‘‘ Verily he took not 
cn him the nature of angels. »? This clearly 
proves he was not of the angelic nature, for 
what sense would there be in talking of a 
man taking upon him the nature of a man, 
or of an angel assuming the nature of an an- 
gel 2 The Bible reveals no order between God 
and angels. If then Christ was above them, 
he must have been God; or else the object of 
God, which was to “reveal his Son in Paul 
that he might preach Him among the heath- 
en,’ was signally defeated; since notwith- 
standing all the Apostle has ‘said when treat- 
ing of this very subject, we are left tgnorant 
of the nature of our Redeemer !! 


8th. Phil. 2: 6-8. —Christ, who being in 
the form of God, thought it not robbery to be 
equal with God: But made himself of no 
reputation, and took upon him the form of a 
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servant, and was made in the likeness of men, 
and being found in fashion as a man, he 
humbled himself, and became obedient unto 
death, even the death of the cress. 


This passage proves one of two things, 
either Christ 1s God, or the very worst being 
that ever existed / Let us examine it. 

*(1) Christ is God. He is said-to have sub- 
sisted in the ‘form of God.’ But as God has ne 
outward form, this expression must therefore 
refer to his nature, and must be interpreted 
by the parallel phrase *‘ the form of a serv- 
ant.’? Now was our Saviour a real servant ? 
Certainly, He says himself ‘‘I am among you 
as one that serveth.’’ He did the work of a 
servant in washing his disciples’ feet being 
girded with a towel. He is expressly called 
a servant by prophecy, ‘‘ Behold my servant 
whom [ uphold.’?? When our Lord therefore 
took the form of a servant.he became a real 
servant. ‘Therefore his being in the form of 
God, must mean he was really God. This is 
put beyond dispute by the very next sentence. 
If he thought it not robbery to be equal with 
God, then he was God. And if He was 
made ‘*in the likeness of men,’’ then he 
was man. Now here is the most explicit de- 
claration of the two-fold nature of Christ, he 
was God and man in one person; language 
cannot be plainer. | 

(2) If He was not God, but a creature, this 
passage makes him out the very worst crea- 
sure ; for what greater act of horrid impiety and 
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blasphemy is there than this, that a finite 
creature should arrogate to himself an equality 
with the infinite Creator? Besides, this pas- 
sage thus interpreted, makes out not only 
that he was not God, but that he was not 
man: forif he only bore a resemblance to God, 
he only bore a resemblance to a servant, he 
was not a man, but only the likeness of a man! 
Again. This interpretation destroys the whole 
force of the passage. The Apostle is urging 
the practice of humility and condecension 
by the example of Christ. But if he was only 
a creature, he was bound to obey the will of 
his Creator and it was neither humility nor 
condecension for him to do his duty. If be © 
had disobeyed he would have been a rebel, 
as bad as the Devil, and only fit for his doom. 
He would have become a fallen angel.— 
Where thenis the exalted honor for which 
he is lauded by raptured prophets and apos- 
tles? Duty, although commendable is not 
meritorious. And after all that he had done, 
he could claim no reward, more than Gabriel 
or Paul. Thus it is evident that Christ must 
be God, or the worst specimen of arrogance’ 
and pride the universe can ae! He 
must be God, or he was not man! He must 
be God, or he exhibited no humility or con- 
decension! He must be God, or the Apostle’s 
inspired argument 1s pointless, weak, and 
worthless ! . 


9th. Col. 2: 9.—Forin Him (Christ) dwel- 
leth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. — 
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This phraseology is as strong as strength 
can make it. If it does not declare the su- 
preme Godhead of Christ, it is the announce- 
ment of a solemn nothing. It is vexatiously 
unintelligible, and mischievously worded. — 
Godhead ineans the nature of God. Fulness 
means the contents of a measure, or that with 
which it is filled up to the brim. ‘The ful- 
ness of the Godhead,’? then must mean all 
that which the Divine Nature contains, as 
self-existence, eternity, immensity, indepen- 
dence, immutability, Omniscience, Omnipres- 
ence, Omnipotence, and every other attribute 
essential to Godhead. To go the whole 
length of the capability of language, the 
Apostle adds ‘‘ All the fulness of Deity,’’ or 
the total sum of what God is. This he affirms, 
dwelleth in Christ, using the present tense, to 
show that this fulness is not transient, but ever 
abides in him. Moreover, it dwells in him 
bodily, i.e. really not figuratively: as body 
means substance, or essence, so bodily means 
substantially, or essentialy. And because the 
fulness of the Godhead is said to dwell, that 
necessarily supposes a habitation for indwell- 
ing; consequently the pronoun Him, must 
mean Christ’s human nature in which the 
whole of Deity permanently resides! 

Nothing else can be made out of this Text 
without the grossest violation of language.— 
It is much stronger than any simple affirmation 
of Christ’s Deity could be, for Paul purpose- 
ly chose his language to suit his two princi- 
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ple classes of opponents, viz. the Jews, and 
the Gnostics, a sect of heathen philosophers 
who incorporated heathen notions with the 
Gospel. ‘The Jews believed that in the She- 
kina, or visible cloud in the Temple over the 
mercy-seat, the Godhead really and substan- 
tially dwelt; hence Paul uses the term bodi- 
ly, to convey to the mind of the Jew, the 
idea that God as really and substantially 
dwelt in the man Christ Jesus. The Gnos- 
tics, on ‘the other hand made a. distinc- 
tion between the essence and the attributes of 
Godhead. They considered the Infinite One, 
as to his Being, to be withdrawn into the pro- 
foundest depth of concealment; and hence 
they called him the byss : but the emana- 
tions of his essence, i. e. his attributes, they 
personified, each of which they supposed to 
have a separate but subordinate divine exis- 
tence. When they spoke of the Eternal 
Being and his attributes, all taken together as 
one whole, they used the word FuLness, 
meaning thereby every thing that could be 
comprehended in Godhead. Now itis evident, 
‘that the Apostle uses this same word design- 
edly, so as to avoid all mistake on their 
part. He meant to affirm, what ought never 
to have been misunderstood, viz. that what 
they considered the Funness or Gop, dwell- 
eth in Christ. we 

It is clear then, that the descriptive phrase- 
ology of this text, is much more forcible than 
the bare assertion that Christ is God; for the 
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Jews sometimes called their magistrates gods, 
and the Gnostics called the personified attri- 
butes of the Supreme Essence gods; and 
this word had been so commonly applied to a 
vast variety of superior intelligences, that it 
could not answer the Apostle’s purpose. He 
therefore formed a sentence, to express in the 
most emphatic manner, run Supreme Gop- 
HEAD oF Crrist; so that both Jew and Gnos- 
tic might be sure of his intention and his 
meaning. 

But if Christ be not God, then Paul is con- 
victed of a deliberate intention, ofan infamous 
contrivance, and of wicked craft to lead men 
to regard Christ as the Supreme God! He is 
the promoter of idolatry, while he professes 
to detest it, and actually lampoons men for 
this stupid practice! Paul is therefore a 
hypocrite, a blasphemer and a knave, if Christ 
be not God! We see no chance of escape 
from one or other of these alternatives. He 
has evidently so contrived his sentences that 
they are suggestive, as well as expressive; 
and if this text does not teach the doctrine for 
which we contend, there is no meaning in 
language ; and there i is no possibility of telling 
the difference between the creature and the 
Creator ! 


10th. 1 Cor. 15: 47—The first man (Adam) 
is of the earth, earthy: the second man 
(Curisr) is the Lord from heaven. 
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In this text, the contrast is perfect. The 
second man, as to his manhood, must be 
earthy as well as the first, else he could not be 
man atall. Nowifthe first man be earthy, the 
second manis heavenly; but as this might be. 
interpreted to mean a holy disposition and 
design, the term would not express the Apos- 
tle’s idea, and he therefore said, that Christ 
was the Lord from Heaven—a phrase wholly 
incompatible with the supposition that he is 
only a man ora creature. He is expressly 

called a man. Butif he be only, a man, 
the contrast is Faiéuious for where is there a 
human being not of the earth, and not earthy ? 
if he be an arch-angel, then there is just as 
much difficulty in admitting the union of the 
human and the angelic, as there is in admit- 
ting the union of the human and the divine 
natures. Besides how could any creature 
be called the ‘* Loid from heaven?’’ This 
phrase is descriptive of the Supreme God. 
Genesis 19: 24.—-Deuteronomy 3: 36.—-2d 
Chron. 20: 6. Our Saviour said of himself, 
‘¢He that cometh from above, is above all : 
he that is of the earth is earthly, and speak. 
eth of earth: he that cometh from heaven is 
above all.’? Doubtless Paul had this in his 
mind when he penned this verse, and must 
be understood as refering to the Divinity of 
our Lord, who, he says is ‘over all, God 
blessed for ever.”’ If this be not so, if the union 
between the human and divine natures in the 
person of our Redeemer is not here tanght, 
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then we despair of finding any sense in the 
passage. : 


llth. 1.Tim.1: 1.—Paul, an Apostle of 
Jesus Christ, by the commandment ‘of God 
our Saviour, and Lord Jesus Christ which is 
our hope. 


If this verse mean any thing, it must mean 
that our hope rests on Jesus Christ net only 
as man, but as God and Lord. 


12th. 1 Tim. 3 : 16,—Without controversy 
great is the mystery of godliness. God was 
manifest in the flesh, justified in the spirit, 
seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, 
believed on in the world, received up into 
glory. 

But if only a man was thus manifested, 
where is the mystery ? How great the non- 
sense—-‘ A man was manifested in the flesh’ ! 
If only a creature, how: vast the confusion ! 


13th. Titus2:13.—Looking for that blessed 
hope, and the glorious appearing of the Great 
Gop and (even) our Saviour Jesus Christ. 


That the glorious appearing here refers to 
Christ,is not only plain from the construction, 
but also from other passages, viz. ‘‘ No man 
hath seen God atany time.” ‘* Whom no 
man hath seen nor can see.”’ In the orig!- 
nal the adjective great, belongs to Saviour as 
well as to God, and the sense must be this— 
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‘¢ The glorious appearing of that Great BE- 
1nG whois our Gop anp Saviour,”’ i. e. Jesus 
Christ. Thisis demonstration. Butif He be 
not God, what words can sufficiently execrate 
the man who is guilty of such horrid blasphe- 
my, and fatal deception! 


14th. Heb. 1: 2. 3.—God, hath in these 
Jast days spoken unto us by his Son, who (is) 
the brightness of his glory and the express 
image of his person. 


The original is much stronger than our 
translation, but as it is our purpose to avoid 
all display of critical disquisition, we must 
content ourselves with giving its result.— 
Christ is here called the effulgence or lustre 
of God’s glory. The ‘‘ express image’? means 
a stamp, as ofaseal. The word translated 
“¢ nerson,’’ means an independent essence or 
being. Then the passage reads as follows— 
“‘God hath in these last days spoken unto 
us by his son, who is the brightness of 
the divine glory, the stamp of God’s essence.”’ 
Can this be said of any creature? Iv can- 
NOT. 


15th. 2 Pet. 1: 1. 2.—Through the right- 
eousness of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
grace and peace be multiplied unto you 
through the knowledge of God, and (even) 
of Jesus our Lord (see the margin.) 


Can any one suppose that Peter could call 
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a creature, the Lord God, and as such pray 
tohim? If he did so, we must believe him 
to have been a fellow idolater with Paul, and 
leagued with him in the same impious design 
of establishing a worse system of IDOLATRY 
than that of Pagan Rome! 


16th. 1 John, 5: 20,—We are in him that 
is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ. Tuts 
IS THE TRUE GOD AND ETERNAL LIFE. 


What madness would it be in a preacher 
to proclaim a finite creature as the true God, 
and the fountain of eternal life! Yet of this 
very madness and wickedness is John guilty, 
if our Saviour be not the Supreme God. 


“¢'T'wo gentlemen were once disputing on 
the divinity of Christ. One of them who ar- 
gued against it, said, ‘If it were true, it cer- 
tainly would have been expressed in more 
clear and unequivocal terms.’ ‘ Well,’ said 
the other, ‘ admitting that you believed it, 
were you authorized to teach it, and allowed 
te use your own language, how would you 
express the doctrine to make it indubitable 2 
‘TI would say,’ replied he, ‘ that Jesus Christ 
is the true God.’ ‘* You are very happy,’ re- 
joined the other, ‘in the choice of your words; 
for you have happened to hit upon the words 
of inspiration. St. John, speaking of the Son, 
says, ‘ This is the true God and eternal life.’ ”? 
==-Anecdotes on Chat. 


40 


17th. Jude 25 v.—To THE oNLY wIsE Gop 
our Saviour be glory and majesty, dominion 
and power, both now and ever. Amen. 


Now if Jude the Apostle did not mean to 
call Christ the only wise God, what did he 
mean by applying this phrase to a creature ? 
And if he did so, Christ really being no more 
than a creature, is he not worse than Judas 
the traitor ? 


18th. Rev. 22: 6 and 16.—And he said 
unto me, These sayings are faithful and true ; 
and the Lord God of the holy prophets sent his 
angel to show unto his servants the things 
which must shortly be done.—I Jesus have 
sent mine angel to testify unto you these 
things in the churches. 


Jesus, the august speaker, in this chapter is 
called the Lord God of the holy prophets. If 
not, the parallel misleads us! Now then, let 
us collect another assemblage of divine titles. 
Christ is called in the New Testament— 

_ THE WORD WHG WAS GOD——GOD OVER 
ALL—THE EQUAL WITH GOD—THE REAL FUL- 
NESS OF THE GODHEAD—THE LORD FROM HEA- 
-VEN—-GOD MANIFESTED IN THE FLESH—-THE 
GREAT GOD—THE STAMP OF GOD’S ESSENCE— 
THE TRUE GOD—ETERNAL LIFE—THE ONLY WISE 
GOD—THE LORD GOD OF THE HOLY PROPHETS. 

Add this to the first group of divine titles, 
and then say whether it be possible to de- 
scribe the Supreme God by any other combi- 
nation of words. Here are varieties of ex- 
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pression, which for strength and boldness 
cannot be exceeded. With all becoming de- 
ference, we would now ask can any man, 
without stultifying his own understanding, af- 
firm that they can be applied to any creature ? 
Between the highest super-archangel, if there 
be one, and God, there must be an infinite dis- 
tance ; yetevery word used to describe the Su- 
preme God, 1s also used to describe Christ. 
They who affirm that man or angel or any 
creature can possess all the distinctive names 
of the Infinite Being, are therefore reduced to 
this dilemma—Lither they must deny that the 
Supreme God has any peculiar name at all, by 
which he can be distinguished from his crea-. 
tures, or they must admit that Christ is the Su- 
PREME Gop. ‘They must take their choice in 
view of what Christ himself says, ‘If ye be- 
lieve not that I am ue, ye shall die in your 
sins—and whither I go ye cannot come.” Ail 
men must admit that the proposition—God 
has no peculiar name to distinguish him from 
his creatures—is sufficiently absurd, but every 
name by which our Maker is known is di- 
rectly applied to Christ. Therefore he is 
THE SuPREME Gop or the Bible is a delusion !! 
Therefore they should adore him as the Su- 
PREME Gob, or for the sake of consistency, 
unite with the Mohammedans as the English 
Unitarians endeavored to do in the reign of 
Chares II. ! !* 


* See their proposed negotiation in the Appendix. 
4* 


DIVINE ATTRIBUTES. 


III. Tur 1IncoMMUNICABLE ATTRIBUTES OF 
Gop ascrizep to Curist. 


_ The nature of the Creator must be essen- 
_ tially different from the nature of his crea- 
tures. But wherein does this difference con- 
sist 2 Not only in his Being, but in his attri- 
butes. These are communicable and incom- 
municable. The former he can give, the lat- 
‘ter he cannot give to his creatures. Reason, 
wisdom, and power, are attributes of God with 
which he has invested both the angelic and 
the human natures. But there is another 
class of perfections which, with reverence be 
it stated, he cannot communicate. In ma- 
king this assertion we do not conceive our- 
selves as limiting the Holy One of Israel. 
There must be distinguishing properties that 
belong to God alone, such as man nor angel 
under any circumstance can receive. God 
for instance, is everlasting, and necessarily 
independent ; but Omnipotence himself can- 
not make any creature possessing the at- 
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tributes of eternity and independence, nor 
give necessity to his existence. A contrary 
supposition implies a contradiction. God is 
an Omnipotent, Omn scient, and Omuipre- 
sent Being, but he cannot communicate these 
attnbutes to any creature. <A contrary % 
position involves an absurdity. 

Now if it be found that Christ has all these 
attributes ascribed to him by the Records of 
Inspiration, then it must follow that he is 
the singe ger God, Let us see. 


ist. Eternity. ~The iid let Micali 522 
declares, ‘* But thou, Bethlehem Ephrata, 
though thou be little among the thousands of 
Judah, yet out of thee shall He come forth 
unto me that is to be ruler in Israel ; whose 
goings forth have been of old, from Everlas- 
ting. This is applied to Christ in Mat. 2: 6. 
Christ affirms of himself, ‘‘ Before Abraham 
was I am,”? John 8: 58; assuming the title 
which God gives to himself in Ex. 3: 14. 
‘¢And God said unto Moses 1am THat I am:and 
he said, Thus shalt thou say unto the chil- 
dren of Israel, I am hath sent me unto you.” 
Christ prays ‘‘Glorify me with the glory 
which I had with thee before the world was.’’ 
John 17: 5. Paul declares ‘* He is before all 
things.’”? Col. 1:17. John in Patmos says, 
‘¢ And he laid his right hand upon me, say- 
ing unto me, Fear not, Iam. the first and 
the last, I am he that ‘liveth and was dead 
and behold, I am alive for evermore.’’—— 
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Who but God could declare himself, with 
truth, to be the First and the last, the first 
cause and the last end? Christ is also pro- 
phetically declared to be THE EVERLASTING 
Farner. Is.9:6. Paul makes Melchisideek 
the type, and Christ the antitype. Heb. 7: 3. 
Now a type must answer to its antitype in 
“some prominent points of resemblance. Of 
Melchisideck, he says, ‘‘he had neither be- 
ginning of days nor end of life.”?> What 
these words mean, it is not our business now 
to inquire, but the point of resemblance must 
be, the eternity of the antitype. 


2d. Immutability.—Heb. 1: 12. Paul uses 
the words of David descriptive of Jehovah, 
as descriptive of Christ, ‘‘ They— (the hea- 
vens) shall be changed, but thou art the same, 
and thy years shall not fail.”? Heb. 13: 
8. ‘* Jesus Christ the same yesterday, to-day 
and forever.”’ 


3d. Independence.—‘‘ I have power to lay 
down my life, and to take it again.”’? John 
10: 18. He is *‘ far above all principality, 
and power, and might, and dominion, and 
every name that is named, not oaly in this 
world, but in that which is to come. Eph. 1: 
21. ‘‘This beginning of miracles did Jesus 
in Cana of Galilee, and manifested forth his 
own glory.”? John 2:11. ) 


4th. Immensity.—He “filleth all in all,” 
Eph. 1: 23. 


45 


me 

5th. Omnipotence.—Christ declares himself 
the “‘ Almighty ; and agrevably to this is his 
assertion ‘* Whatsoever things the Father do- 
eth, these also doeth the Son likewise.’? John 
5:19. Now if the works of God prove him 
Omnipotent, must not the same works prove 
Christ Omnipotent ? Surely. Therefore Paul 
argues, He ‘‘is able to do exceeding abudant- 
ly above all that we ask or THINK. Eph. 3: 20. 


6th. Omniscience.—* Now we are sure that 
thou knowest ali things.”? John 16:30. And 
Christ did not say the disciples were mistaken. 
-They knew the text ‘‘ Thou, Lord, even 
thou only knowest the hearts of all the chil- 
dren of men.”? Yet John wrote that Jesus 
‘“‘knew alk men, and needed not that any 
should testify of man,for he knew what was in 
man.’’ Christ declares, ‘‘And all the churches 
shall know that lam He which searcheth the 
reins and hearts.”” Rev. 2:23. Therefore 
Paul affirms that ‘‘ In him are hid all the trea- 
sures of wisdom and knowledge. ‘These pas- 
_ sages cannot be true unless HE be both infi- 
nite and omniscient. 


7th. Omnipresence.—‘* No man hath ascen- 
ded up to heaven, but he that came down 
from heaven, even the Son of man which 1s 
in heaven,’ John 3:13. But when Christ 
said this he was on earth conversing with Nic- 
odemus. How then could he be at the same 
time in heaven unless he were Omnipresent ? 
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And how else could he make the promises, 
*¢ Where two or three are gathered together in 
my name, there am I in the midst of them.”’ 
‘¢Lolam with youalways even tothe end of 
the world’’? 

Now let us collect together these incom- 

| municable attributes of Deity. It cannot but 
be plain, that they are all appropriate to 
Christ. He is then, the possessor of— ; 
ETERNITY—IM MUTABILITY— INDEPENDENCE-— 
IMMENSIT Y—OMNIPOTENCE-—OMNISCIENCE-—OM- 
NIPRESENCE. 

Beyond a doubt these can never be com- 
municated to any mere creature,and beyond a 
doubt they all belong to Curist. He therefore 
must be the Supreme Gop. They who deny it, 
are reduced to this dilemma. Hither tne Su- 
preme God has no incommunicable attribute to 
distinguish the Divine, from the human or an- 
gelic nature—or Christ is that ee ! Which 
horn will they chose ? 


DIVINE WORKS. 


IV. Curist, IN HIS OWN INDEPENDENT SOVER- 
EIGNTY, PERFORMS THE WORKS OF THE Su- 
PREME Gop. 


The works of God to which we shall con- 
fine ourselves as proofs of Supreme God- 
head, are Creation and Providence. These 
are appealed to by himself as the most direct 
and positive evidence of his existence and 
Sovereignty. ‘Iam the Jehovah that maketh 
all things.’? ** To whem then will ye liken 
me, or shall I be equal ? saith the Holy One.— 
Lift up your eyes on high, and behold who 
hath created these things, that bringeth out 
their hosts by number : he calleth them all by 
names, by the greatness of his might, for that 
he is strong in power; not one faileth.”’ Is. 
40: 25. 26. ‘* Hast thou not known, hast 
thou not heard, that the everlasting God, 
Jehovah the Creator of the ends of the earth, 
fainteth not, neither is weary 2”? 28th vs.— 
Thus the great argument which God uses in 
behalf of himself, constantly points us to his 
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works of creation and providence; and thus 
instructed, Paul urges the inexcusableness of 
the heathen on this ground. ‘‘ The invisible 
things of him from the creation of the world 
are clearly seen, being understood by the 
things that are made, even his eternal power 
and Godhead; so that they are without ex- 
cuse.”? Rom. 1: 20. The works of Creation 
and Providence therefore afford the Greatest 
proor in Natural Religion; of God’s exist- 
ence. Now we can show that the same 
proof is available for the establishment of the 
Divinity of Christ. 

Ist Gen. 1: 1—In the beginning Gop crEa- 
rep the heavens and the earth. 

John ls 1. 3—In the beginning was the 
Word, and the Word was Gop,—all things 
WERE MADE by him. 

It cannot be doubted that the Word of 
which John speaks, is Christ; for ‘‘ the word 
was made flesh and dwelt among us.’? Christ 
then, by his testimony, was in the beginning 
and made all things; but Moses says, that 
he who in the beginning created the heavens 
and earth is God, therefore Christ is God. 

2d Ps. 102: 25—Of old hast rHov laid the 

foundation of the earth: and the heavens are 
the work of thy hands. 
Heb. 1: 8. 10—But unto. the Son,- he 
saith—Tuov Lord, in the beginning hath 
laid the foundation of the Earth; and the 
heavens are the works.of thine hand. 

The very words that David uses to describe 
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the works of God, Paul borrows to describe 
the works of Christ. Now God himself ap- 
peals to his own works as the proof of His own 
Supreme Godhead, therefore with reverence 
be it spoken, if the divine argument be worth 
any thing, the same works must be appealed to 
in proof of the Supreme Gopueap or Curist. 
If not the argument cannot prove the existence 
of God at all! i 

3d. Jer. 10: 10-12—But Jenovan is the 
True Gop, he isthe tivine Gop, and an EVER- 
Lastine Kine; at his wrath the earth shall 
tremble, and the nations shall not be able to 
endure his indignation. ‘Thus shall ye say 
unto them. ‘The gods that have not made 
the heavens and the earth, even they shall 
perish from the earth, and from under these 
heavens. He hath made the earth by his 
power, he hath established the world by his | 
wisdom, and hath stretched out the heavens 
by his direction. 

li Joh 62220." . F'Oer85'6.°) 27 Pin 2 47 
—Christ is roe TRUE G6p and ETERNAL LIFE, 
BY WHOM ARE ALL THINGS, THE Kine ETER- 
NAL, 

The first of these quotations pronounces a 
threatening upon those gods that men worship, 
whose vanity and nothingness shall be made 
manifest when they shall perish from the 
earth, from under heaven by the hand of Him 
who made both, and whom both declare to be 
the Supreme God, Jehovah, the true God, and 
the eveilasting King. The other three de- 
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clare that all things are by Christ, and this 
is the same proof that HE is also the true God, 
eternal life and everlasting King. Christ is 
therefore proved by the creation to be the 
Supreme God. 

4th. Is. 44: 24—Thus saith Jnnovan, thy 
Redeemer, and he that formed thee from the 
womb. Iam Jrnovan that maketh all things : 
that stretcheth forth the heavens atone, that 
spreadeth abroad the earth by MysEeLr. — 

Col. 1: 16—By him (Christ) were ALL 
THINGS CREATED, that are in heaven, and that 
are in Earth visinLE AND INVISIBLE, whether 
they be thrones or dominions, principalities 
or power, all things, were created by him and 
for him and he is BEForeE all things, and by 
him all things consist. 

What words can make it plainer that Christ 
is the Supreme God? The Apostle is really 
verbose in bringing this peculiar proof of Deity 
to bear upon the Godhead of Christ with all 
possible power. Not only the generality of 
things visible, but the totality of things invisi- 
ble were made by Him. Paul seems also to 
guard us against supposing Christ to be a mere 
instrument he tells us that he is before all 
things, and by him all things consist ; thus 
making him the God of providence as well as 
of creation. Now compare this with what the 
prophet says, ‘‘ Jehovah alone by himself 
made all things ;’? and conviction, it appears 
to us, must flash like lightning, blasting all 
doubt in the heart of every man who has 
ever had a doubt on this subject. 
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But if this be not satisfactory, if Christ 
be not God, he must be a creature: and 
then the monstrous absurdity follows, that 
he made himself ! For if “without him no- 
thing was made that was made,” then surely 
this creature was his own Creator!! And if 
he could make, he can unmake himself at 
pleasure! More than this, he can be and not 
be at the same moment!!! © But thisis more 
than God can be or do: therefore if Christ be 
not God, and the Scriptures be true, then the 
contradiction follows that he must be the Su- 
preme!!! This is cubic nonsense: but we 
think it will puzzle the profoundest, to show 
that it does not necessarily result from the 
creed that denies the Deity of Christ, and yet 
admits the truth of the Scriptures, 

Reason and Revelation unite in the belief 
that it is by his works the Being and At- 
tributes of God are proved. Without an ap- 
peal to these we never could prove his ex- 
istence. Now if Christ be only a crea- 
ture, we are utterly deprived of this source 
ef proof and of all others besides; because 
there is no work of God that is not performed 
by Him. Paul says he made all things vis?- 
ble and invisible, but these embody every 
possible existence out of God. And if ere- 
ation and providence prove the eternal 
power and Godhead of the Deity, must 
not the same works prove the eternal 
power and Godhead of Christ? They who 
deny the doctrine for which we contend are 
therefore reduced to this dilemma—LEither 
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they must admit the supreme Gopurap oF 
Curist, or say that God has no peculiar work 
by which he is distinguished from his creatures / 
They must admit that we have no proof that 
there is a God at all!!! And this is BLanK 
Aruetism. Which horn will gore the worst ? 

If our Redeemer be but a creature he must 
be mutable, and if so what security have we 
that he cannot possibly ‘fall like lightning 
from heaven ?” What security have we that 
he shall ‘‘ keep his first estate’? ? How do we 
know that he shall infallibly always remain 
at the right hand of God 2? 

These questions may be deemed absurd. 
So they are, but the absurdity is to be fathered 
upon the system that thus degrades our Bless- 
ed Lord. | 

We know thatnone who deny our doctrine ad- 
mit the conclusions which we assert fow from 
their creed. Itisforthem to examine whether 
they are fairly drawn, and they are deeply 
interested; forif any hold a belief from which 
they necessarily flow as consequences, the 
question is, will not God hold them responsible 
for these consequences? Will not the gen- 
eral principle upon which God treats his 
creatures apply in their case, as in that of the 
Jews to whom Christ announced it—‘‘ If I had 
not come and spoken unto them, they had not 
had sin; but now they have nocloak for their 
sin’? The evidences of the divinity of Christ 
given in the sacred Scriptures, are as strong — 
as the evidences for the divinity of God the 
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Father; if not, we should be glad to know in 
what respects the latter are stronger than the 
former. If men are condemned as being 
‘¢ without excuse”’ for not believing the thing 
proved by the light of nature in respect to 
God, will they not be held to a strict account 
for not believing the same thing proved by 
the combined light of nature and of revela- 
tion in respectto Christ 2? ‘* He that reject- 
eth me”’ says our Lord, ‘‘and receiveth not 
my words, hath one that judgeth him: the 
word that I have spoken, the same shall judge 
him at the last day.”? ‘*He that believeth 
not God, hath made hima liar; because he 
believeth not the record that God gave of his 
Son.’”’ And this is the record, that God hath 
given to us eternal life and this life is 1 his 
Son. We really can see no difference be- 
tween denying that Christ is rHE onty Lorp 
Gop, and ‘“‘denying THE onLty Lorp Gop, and 
(even) our Lorp Jesus Curist.”? Jude 4 v. 
‘They appear to us to be identically the same 
proposition, and if so, this denial must be the 
rejection of the record, the consequence of 
which is ‘* making God a liar’?! And for 
this consequence of belief, or rather disbe- 
lief, men must answer. 


DIVINE WORSHIP. 


V. THe SAME WORSHIP RENDERED TO Gop, 
MUST BE RENDERED TO CHRIST. 


By Worship we mean adoration, the bigh- 
est act of divine honor. They who esteem 
Christ as inferior to God allow that he is to 
be worshipped, but not in the sense of the 
duty we owe the Supreme Being. Dr. 
Channing, in attempting a reply to the objec-. 
tion, *‘ that we read in the New Testament 
that Jesus was again and again worshipped, 
and that in admitting this he manifested him- 
self to be the object of religions adoration,”’ 
thus discourses. ‘ It is wonderful that this 
fallacy, so often exposed should be still re- 
peated. Jesus indeed received worship or 
homage, but this was not offered as adoration 
to the infinite God ; it was the homage which, 
according to the custom of the age and of the 
eastern world was paid to men invested with 
great authority, whether in civil or religious 
concerns.’’? Mere assertion avails but little in 
exposing a fallacy, and we think that the 
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wonder which excited the astonishment of the 
Doctor, will continue to the end of the world 
if such be the way in which this fallacy is 
‘“‘so often exposed.” To our comprehen- 
sion, the expose is altogether on the other side. 
This alleged fallacy, is met with a confidence 
which always betrays the weakness of a bald 
assertion. Where any position is thus as- 
sailed, without presenting any thing better 
for an expose than a dashing ipse dixit, pitted 

against high authority, and stubborn facts 
glossed over by a general appeal to explana- 
tory circumstances, the imbecility of the at- 
tack only exposes the strength of that posi- 
tion. With equal confidence do we say, that 
the ‘‘ custom of the age,’’ allowing it all the 
strength and influence that any custom may 
obtain, cannot account for the language of the 
New Testament in reference to the worship 
due and paid our Lord Jesus Christ. 

But we shall not content ourselves with a 
simple counter statement of opinion. We 
open the New Testament at the place where 
the Jews are said to have quarrelled with 
Christ and sought to kill him mainly for this 
crime, that he made himself equal with God. 
In his controversy with them on thig oeca- — 
sion, he made the following declaration— 

John 5 : 23—-All men should honorthe Son, 
even as they honor the Father, He that, ho- 
noreth not the Son honoreth not the,#ather 
which hath sent hina. 

Such is the declaration of Jesus Chcistiin 
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reference to the character he assumes, and 
to the claims he advances. How then are we 
to honor him? Are we to consider him equal 
with, or inferior to the Father? Must we 
pay him divine homage, or only honor him 
with a less esteem. These are important 
questions, and we believe there need be 
no difficulty in settling this point. Upon 
the supposition that Christ means to claim 
Supreme Godhead, the rule of duty could 
not be more explicitly laid down. We 
are to honor the Son EVEN as, or in the 
same way, to the same extent, as the Fa- 
ther. Now we all agree that no one ho- 
nors the Father at all, unless he worship 
him as the Supreme God. ‘To Him we owe 
the highest aet of divine honor, and if we 
must honor the Son ** even as”? the Father, it 
appears to us that the matter is decided. We 
must worship Christ even as the Supreme 
God. But he that pays the highest act of 
divine worship to a being inferior to God, 
breaks the first command, and he that breaks 
the first command, violates the whole law, 
and he that violates the law, is worthy of 
of death. Christ came to ‘“*magnify the 
law and make i honorable,’’? but if He 
be not the Supreme God, then he teaches all 
men how to defeat the very end for which he 
himself came into the world! He that wor- 
sbippeth not the Father,worshippeth not God ; 
he that worshippeth not the Son worshippeth 
not the Father, therefore whoever worship- 
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peth not the Son, worshippeth not God. If 
we would worship Him aright, according to 
this text, we must render equal honor to the 
Father and the Son; but equal honor supposes 
equal dignity, and in order to render the one, 
we must believe the other. We cannot there- 
fore see how the conclusion is to be avoided, 
that whoever does not worship the Son as 
profoundly as he worships the Father, does 
not worship God at all!! 

It becomes us then to count the cost of 
living without an intimate acquaitance with 
the truth as it is in Jesus. Now there are va- 
rious kinds of truth, all of which are impor- 
tant; but there is only one wlfich has a di- 
rect practical bearing upon our future condi- 
tion. Christ said, “‘I] am THE TRUTH ;”’ and it 
is for our highest interest to know what is 
meant by “¢the truth as it is in Jesus.” 
We think it means not only the system of 
facts and doctrines in the Bible, but also 
the wonderful constitution of our Mediator, 
which presents the most stupendous fact, and 
the most glorious doctrine of rHE TRUTH. In 
this matter above all others, indifference is 
criminality. 

Now it cannot be pretended that our Sa- 
viour claimed simply, that honor ** which ac- 
cording to the custom of the age and of the 
eastern world was paid to men invested with 
great authority whether in civi] or religious 
concerns ;’’ for he was invested with nothing 
of this kind by the dignitaries of either 
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Church or State. His authority was that of 
God, and he so strongly asserted it that he 
was adjudged a blasphemer for making him- 
self equal with God ; and instead of preventing 
or removing this impression which he had 
made, he actually confirmed it by claiming 
such an honor as is equal to, or the same as 
Divine adoration. 

John 10-30-33. Ona subsequent occasion 
when ‘“‘the Jews came round about him, and 
said unto him. How long dost thou make us 
to doubt?”? Christ said in hisreply, ‘‘land my 
father are one.’’ For this assertion they 
again attempted to stone him and when 
he remonstrated, they thus justified them- 
selves: ‘* Fora good work we stone thee not ; 
but for blasphemy ; and because that thou, be- 
ing a man, makest thyself God.’? Now if 
Christ were only a man, if he were only a 
creature, the Jews acted perfectly right; and 
he knew they were acting according to the 
requirement of the law; but because he did 
not disclaim, because he did not correct their 
mistake, it follows that Christ is God and as 
such must claim divine worship. We agree 
with, the writer quoted above in the belief, 
that ‘it is impossible that a teacher of infi- 
nite wisdom should expose those whom he 
would teach to infinite error.”? Therefore we 
argue that Christ must be God. No man can 
get rid of the faet that he made an impres- 
sion upon the Jews which led them to sup- 
pose him guilty of the very crime for which 
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they sought to kill him. Did not Christ then 
‘“‘ expose thein to infinite error’? by making, 
and then confirming this impression ? And 
on the supposition ‘of his being but a man, 
can he be acquitted of dishonesty, and the 
most enormous wickedness? Never. When 
the Scriptures therefore represent the East- 
ern Magi falling down and_ worshipping 
Christ, when they declare that those who 
were in the ship, at the time he caused Peter to 
walk on the water, worshipped him. When 
they tell us of a leper, of a ruler, of the Sy- 
ro-Phenician woman, of Mary Magdalene, of 
the other Mary, of his disciples, all worship- 
shipping him, without a single hint that this 
worship was not exactly that which he claim- 
ed as honor equal to the honor rendered to 
the Father, we must decline the belief that all 
this was nothing more than the observance of 
a prevalent custom of the east; we must be- 
lieve it was something more than the expres- 
sion of profound respect, or an exhibition of 
good manners: nay, considering the ez- 
tent of Christ’s claims, we must believe it 
to have been divine worship. 

Our position is demonstrated by the last act 
of Stephen whowas filled with the HolyGhost, 
when he kneeled down and said ‘ Lord 
Jesus receive my spirit.”? Wasthis prayer 
merely in conformity with an eastern cus- 
tom by which Christ was wont to be ho- 
nored, or was it an act of the highest wor- - 
ship? Let it be remarked that the Man 


60 


Christ Jesus made the same prayer when he 
hung upon the cross. Now if Stephen ad- 
dressed to a creature the same prayer that 
creature addressed to the Creator, notwith- 
standing he was ‘‘ full of the Holy Ghost,’ 
his last was the grossest act of idolatry. 
Again. Peter said to bis risen Saviour, 
‘Lord, thou knowest all things.’ Just after the 
Ascension this Apostle, together with a hun- 
dred and twenty disciples, worshipped Christ. 
‘And they prayed and said, Thou, Lord 
which knowest the hearts of all men, show 
whether of these two are chosen.”? Paul too, 
by example and by precept teaches us to wor- 
ship Christ. 2 Cor. 12:8. 9. ‘¢ For this thing 
I besought the Lord thrice, that it might de- 
part from me. And he said unto me, My 
grace is sufficient for thee; for my strength 
(power) is made perfect in weakness. Most 
gladly therefore will I rather glory in my 
infirmities, that the power of Curist may 
rest upon me.’’? 1 Thessalonians 3: 11.— 
‘“Now God himself and our Father, and 
our Lord Jesus Christ direct our way unto 
you.?? 2 Thess. 2:16.17. ‘* Now our Lord 
Jesus Christ himself, and God even our Fa- 
ther, which hath loved us, and hath given us 
everlasting consolation and good hope through 
grace, comfort your hearts.”’ In the last two 
texts, prayer is addressed to God and Christ 
without respect to order of names, so that both 
are equally invoked. Rom. 10:13. ‘*Whoso- 
ever shall call upon the name of the Lord 
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shall be saved’? The context shows that 
Christ is meant. Rom. 14: 11, compared 
with Phil. 2:10.11. ‘S As Tlive, saith the 
Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every 
tongue sha/l confess to God.”? ‘Phat at the 
name of Jesus every icnee should bow, of 
things in heaven, and things in earth, and 
things under the earth; and that every tongue 
should confess that Jesus is Lord, to the glo- 
ry of Gop the tather.”? Phil. 2:19. “I rrust 
inthe Lord Jesus to send Timotheus unto 
you.’? Now T'rust,as an act of dependence and 
pious devotion, is always spoken of in scrip- 
ture as the duty of men towards God alone. 
6 Cursed is he that trusteth in man, and ma- 
keth flesh his arm.”? If then Christ be but a 
man, by trusting in him Panui fell under the 
execration of God. 

Baptisin is certainly an act of the highest 
religious worship. Ministers are commanded 
to “* baptize in the name of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost; but if the Son be a crea- 
ture, and the Spirit an influence, what an ab- 
surdity follows ? | 

Calling on the namz2 of Jesus, is a phrase 
used to designate Christians as the worshippers 
of Christ. 1 Cor. 1:2. Paul salutes ‘all 
that in every place call upon the name of Je- 
sus Christ our Lord,’ i. e. all who Invoke 
Him. Acts 9:14. ** Here he hath authority 
from the chief priests to bind all that call up- 
on, or invoke thy name.” 
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Revelations 5: 8. 14. John in Patmos 
had the glorious sight of ‘‘ the four beasts, 
and four and twenty elders falling down be- 
fore the Lamb, having every one of them 
harps and golden vials full of odours which 
are the prayers of the saints.” ‘‘ And I be- 
held, and I heard the voice of many angels 
round about the throne and the beasts and 
the elders: and the number of them was ten 
thousand times ten thousand, and thousands 
of thousands; saying with a loud voice, 
Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive 
power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength, 
and honor, and glory and blessing. And 
every creature which is in heaven, and 
on the eaith, and under the earth, and 
such as are in the sea, and all that 
are in them, heard I saying, Blessing, 
and honor, and glory, and power, be unto 
him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto 
the Lamb forever. And the four beasts said 
Amen. And the four and twenty elders fell 
down and worshipped him that liveth forev- 
erand ever.’? Comment here is useless. If 
Christ the Lamb do not receive the highest 
act of divine homage, then it is impossible to 
tell what that homage i is. | 

Again. God commands the worship of his 
Son. Heb, 1:6. And again, when he bring- 
eth in the first-begotten into the world, he 
saith, and let all the angels of God worship. 
hin? “If all angels, then surely all men 
raust worship our glorious Redeemer. With 
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God the Father he is joined as the object of 
our highest praise. ‘hey who deny it are 
reduced to this dilemma—Ezther they must 
deny that the Supreme God has any peculiar 
worship by which he can be distinguished from 
his creatures, or they must admit that Christ ts 
the Supreme God / 

~ Our Redeemer claims divine homage. An- 
gels, apostles, martyrs, and all the redeemed 
renders him divine homage. But if Christ be 
not Supreme God,then the horrid conclusion is 
inevitable, that the writers of the Bible have 
conspired to lead men into that sin which 
shall exclude them from heaven!! A still 
more blasphemous consequence follows: God 
himself has adopted every expedient to lead his 
creatures into that abominable sin which he 
hates !! How can we escape this revolting 
consequence ? Every inducement is offered 
us. The most glorious names, attributes, 
works, and worship, are ascribed to Him; and 
upon the supposition that our Maker means 
to have us regard Him as the Supreme God, 
no arguments more effective could possibly 
be presented. There is therefore no possi- 
bility of reconciling the two systems of faith 
which differ so widely on this subject, they 
are as opposite as light and darkness.— 
Hence Dr. Priestley says, “‘I do not won- 
der that you Calvinists entertain and ex- 
press a strongly unfavorable opinion of us 
Unitarians. The truth is, there neither can, 
mor onght to be, any compromise between 
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us. If you are right wE are not Curis- 
TIANS AT ALL; and if we are right, you aRE 
GRoss woLaTers. And Dr. Channing says, 
‘6 ‘That Jesus Christ, if exalted into the infi- 
nite Divinity should be more interesting than 
the Fathei, is precisely what might be ex- 
pected from history, and from the principles 
of human nature. Men want an object of 
worship like themselves, and the great secret 
of ipoLaTRy lies in this propensity.” Al- 
though the last quotation gives a very unfair 
turn to what the author knew to be the faith 
of his opponents, it serves to show, that like 
the former, he regarded the system based up- 
on the Supreme Godhead of Christ, at perfect 
war with that which is mainiy chatacterized. 
by the denial of this viTaL PoINT. 


CHRIST’S TRIALS. 


Curist, 1 Nor Gop, PROVED TO HAVE BEEN A 
VERY BAD MAN. 


The honor and glory of our blessed Re- 
deemer are deartous. It is indeed revolting 
and heart sickening to dwell upon the terri- 
ble consequences that seem to flow from the 
denial of his divinity, yet we believe a plain 
statement of these must have more weight 
with readers in general, than all the critical 
display that the profoundest philologist can 
make. 

Some maintain that our Saviour pre-exist- 
ed before he came in the flesh, that he is 
the most glorious creature of God, and ap- 
peared in human form. But this opinion can- 
not rationally be entertained for a moment, 
because it denies the human nature of Christ ; 
it substitutes a glorious spiritual existence in 
the place of the human soul of our Redeem- 
er, and inyests him merely with the shell of 
our humanity. But the most of those whe 
§* 
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are opposed to the doctrine of the hypostatic 
union, maintain that he was nothing more 
nor less than a perfectly good man, around 
whose character cluster all the fascinations of 
unequalled_virtne. With both of these views 
we think the scriptures wholly irreconcilable. 
Dr. Channing sys, ** You will easily un- 
derstand what I esteem the ground of love 
to Christ. It is his spotless purity, his moral 
perfection, and his unsullied goodness.’ ‘I 
can direct you to nothing in Christ more im- 
portantthan his tried and victorious, and per- 
fect goodness. Others may love Christ for 
mysterious attributes. I love him for the rec- 
titude of his soul and life. I love him, I have 
said for his moral excellence: I know nothing 
else.”?! ‘The Koran speaks in terms equally 
honorable to our Saviour. ‘*O Mary, verily 
God sendeth thee good tidings, theu shalt 
hear the word proceeding from himself: his 
name shall be Curist Jesus, the son of Mary, 
honorable in this world and in the world to 
come, and one of those who approach near to 
the presence of God; and he shall speak unto 
men in the cradle, and when he is grown 
up; and he shall be one of the righteous.” 

Now onthe supposition that Christ was 
only a man, such compliments may seem 
very pretty, but we think them unmerited, 
and absuid ; compliments both ill-judged and 
misplaced simply for this reason, that he was 
not only a bad man, but the very worst of bad 
men. | 
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All. who acknowledge the Bible to have 
eome from God, believe in the divine origin of 
_ Christianity, and think their faith corrobora- 
ted from its history in the moral renovation of 
men and nations. This Religion teaches us 
that Jesus Christ came to establish it upon 
the ruins of false systems, and soul-destroy- 
ing delusions. From the time its glorious 
founder left the world it has made progress, 
has been perpetuated, and is preserved by 
means wholly unknown in the history of any 
other religion. As it was novel, so it was 
seemingly inadequate to realize the expecta- 
tions of its early adherents; yet four centu- 
ries only had elapsed, when it was establish- 
ed upon the throne of the Cesars. It has ac- 
complished a revolution in the world that has 
secured the most valuable benefits to its pop- 
ulation, and its successes already gained, are 
sure pledzes that its final results will be in ac- 
cordance with the doctrines and predictions of 
Jesus. These must convince us that he per- 
fectly understood his own nature, offices and 
works. ‘To admit the divine origin of his re- 
ligion and that he came from God, is to ad- 
mit that he was wholly incapable of deceiv- 
ing or being deceived, and that on no occa- 
sion could he either designedly or undesign. 
edly make false impressions, much less pub- 
lish false facts for deception, or the accom- 
plishment of his purposes. 

This admitted, the whole of the enquiry as 
to his Divinity, is narrowed down to the 
meaning of the simple declarations he made 
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of himself, when under a formal process of 
trial ‘Hefore’ the Jewish Sanhedrim, and in 
Pilate’s court. 

Respecting this interesting portion of our 
Saviour’s history many do not see the main 
points of the plot, owing perhaps partly te 
the brevity of each of the historians, who 
wrote according to the respective impressions 
the facts in the case made upon their minds; 
and partly to their own method of» reading 
the sacred narrative in detached portions. A 
little attention to collating the four accounts 
which the Evangelists give of the last hours 
of our Lord’s eventful life, will serve to pre- 
sent the whole in a satisfactory view. When 
we compare these, we find that he was tried 
before two tribunals, on two separate and dis- 
tinct charges. ‘The one wasthe Jewish San- 
hedrim, where he was tried on the charge of 
BLASPHEMY, and condemned; the other was 
the Roman’ governor’s court, where he was 
tried for the crime of uiéu TREASON, and ac- 
quitted. Let us look at the parties in both 
these trials. 


1. CHRIST BEFORE THE SANHEDRIM. 


‘The time at which courts were held 
among the Jews and causes were erent 
before them for trial was in the morning 
According to the Talmudists, it was not fa: 
ful to try causes of a capital nature in the 
night, and it wag equally ualawful to exam- 
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ine a Cause, pass sentence, and put it in exe- 
eution the same day. This last particular 
was very strenuously insisted upon. It 1s 
‘worthy of remark that all of these practices, 
which were observed in other trials, were 
neglected in the tumultuous trial of Jesus.’’ 
Jahn. ? 

By a stratagem to which the principle men 
of this court were a party, our Lord was taken 
and broug!t for trial before it in the night. 
It was hurriedly assembled at the house of the 
High Priest hither Christ was taken by 
a lawless midnight rabble with torches staves 
and clubs, whose conduct can be more 
easily conceived than described. Ina sum- 
mary wy this mockery of a trial was got up, 
and the High Pricst who was the president 
of the Court, ** asked Jesus of his disciples, 
and of his doctine. Jesus thus answered liim, 
“Tspake cpenly tothe world: lever taught in 
the synagogue, and in the temple, whither 
the Jews always resort and in secret have I 
said nothing. Why askest thou me? ask 
them which heard me, what I have said unto 
them: behold, they know what I said.”— 
Here was our Saviour manacled in the night, 
and arraigned contrary to the law which pre- 
scribed the time and way of trial for the worst 
ofcriminals. But he did not complain, he 
openiy and honestly answered the High 
Priest respectfully referring tothose who knew 
him best, and by his answer he foiled them. 
Bound as he was, he had a double claim to 
protection from insult, yet an officer of this 
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court, a heartless wretch struck him a blow 
unrebuked. False witnesses then appeared 
to swear his life away, but their contradic- 
tory evidence promised ill-success. Now 
that these malicious bargainers for his blood 
had him in their power, they determined 
that they would not be disappointed. 
Mortified at failure by the clashing of their 
own evidence, they thought to make him 
convict himself; an contrary to all righteous- 
ness and law, withholding that magnanimity 
to which a helpless criminal is by his very 
position entitled, proceeded to lead him into 
an altercation, in hopes of perverting his 
words to his own destruction. But Christ 
“opened not his mouth.” He calmly list- 
ened to the disgraceful proceedings of this 
bitterly grave tribunal, without saying a 
word. Pretending that their dignity was 
highly insulted by his silence, the High Priest 
made a direct assault npon him for not putting 
in a plea against a charge which the testimo- 
ny offered, onght to have instantly quashed ; 
but still he held his peace, until it was mani- 
fest their efforts were abortive. Asa last re- 
sort, enraged at failure the Hivh Priest said, 
“‘T adjure thee by the living God, that thou 
tell us whether thou be the Christ, the Son of 
God.”’ In capital cases it was lawful to swear 
the person accused. God had ordained, that 
when it was difficult to come at the truth, 
*© An oath of the Lord,’”? should be adminis- 
tered to the party accused; and the greatest 
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guilt rested upon him who in such circum. 
stances did not unequivocally tell the truth. 
Ex.22: 11. Lev.5: 1. Therefore Jesus 
calmly replied, ‘Thou hast said; neverthe- 
less I say unto you, hereafter shall ye see the 
Son of Man sitting on the right hand of power, 
and coming in the clouds of heaven. Then 
the High Prie-t, pretending to be horror strick- 
en, rent his clothes and said, ‘* He hath 
spoken blasphemy, what further need have 
we of witness? behold now ye have heard 
his blasphemy. Whatthink ye? They an- 
swered, and said, He is guilty of death.”” And 
they spit in his face, and struck him with vio- 
lence !! mn 

This is the whole of his offence, and these 
last, are the werds upon which he was sen- 
tenced according to the law. Lev. 24: 16.— 
The question demanded whether Jesus was 
the Messiak—the Son of God. The answer 
affirmed that he was both the Son of God, 
and the son of man, and the final Judge! It 
is doubtful whether the Jews in the time 
of Christ believed that their Messiah was te 
be Divine. ‘That their fathers thought so 
‘appears from the Targums, and the question 
was put in such a Way that the answer should 
be explicit on this point. And Christ was ex- 
plicit. He asserted that he was the Son of man, 
i.e. man; and that he was the Son of God,i.e. 
God as they understood it; and that he would 
be the Judge of the world. That he was 
the Son of man no ore disputed, but the blas- 
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phemy consisted in the phrase Son of God. 
To put his meaning beyond a doubt he added, 
that he would be the final Judge. 

Now the phrase, Son of God, is susceptible 
of three meanings viz: simple origin, gener- 
al likeness, and identity of nature. In which 
of these, did he use it? It ¢learly could not 
have been in the sense of simple origin, for 
the last prophet said, ‘‘ Have we not all one 
father, hath not one God created us 2? Nor 
could it have been in the sense of general 
likeness, since Adam wascalled ason of God 
and magistrates also. These uses of this 
phrase were well known, and it would have 
been infinitely absurd in the Jewish Court 
to. have pronounced the expression blasphe- 
mous in either of these significations. They 
therefore must have understood him to mean 
identity of nature, and in this sense for aman 
to call himself the Son of God, would of course 
be grossblasphemy. As ¢ ‘hrist therefore could 
only be a blasphemer in this Jast sense, and 
as by the additional explanatory words he 
confirmed them in the belief that he claim- 
ed identily of nature with God, it is perfectly 
evident that he meant to assert. his own Su- 
preme Godhead. 

Whenever there is any dispute ons a, 
phrase, our shortest and best method is to 
find out what they understand by it, to 
whom it is addressed. ‘The charge of blas- 
phemy was not now made for the: first time - 
against Christ, it had been frequently brought 
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in his controversies with the Jews. On ore 
occasion he said ‘*I and:‘my Father are one.’’ 
The questiow respecting this’ assertion, is not 
what it really means or what it may-be made 
to mean, but what was the impresssion it 
made upon the hearers, what idea did it con- 
vey to them? Their indignation was so 
aroused that they took up’ stones to stone 
him. Now Christ well knew what was meant 
by this action, for the Blasphemer by the 
osaic law was to be stoned; yetihe enquired 
the reason. ‘*Becanse” said they ‘thou 
being a man makest thyself God.”? Did Christ 
correct them? He did not. If they had 
misunderstood him, would not common hon- 
esty, as well as';common prudence, and com- 
mon piety have led’ him to correct the mis- 
take? Doubtless. But he did not do it. He 
left upon their minds the burning impression 
that he claimed to be the Errrnat Gop. He 
was virtually invited'toremove it. It was dis- 
tinctly announced to himthat he should be 
stoned fora blasphemous clainn that he aman 
had the audacity and impiety to make. Now 
were he only a man, is it possible to consider 
him in any degree a good man? How can we 
escape the conclusiom that all his apparent 
goodness was only successful artifice by which 
he sought to elevate himself to the rank of 
those deified heroes that) were worshipped by 
the blind devotees of Greece and Rome ? 
On another occasiom wher he healed'a poor 
cripple, the language he’ used they interpre- 
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ted in the same way; and charged him with 
‘making himself requaL with God,’ and 
he did not deny it. A third time He appro- 
priated to himself the peculiar name of Jeho- 
vah—I am, and they attempted to stone him, 
but instead of waiting to explain, he escaped. 
Again, He brought them into confusion 
by a dilemma. ‘* The Pharisees had heard 
that he had put to silence the Saducees,’’ and 
they thought they would try their wits upon 
him, but he:thus brought them to their wits’ 
end. ‘* What think ye of Christ? . whose 
sonishe? They say unto him the Son of 
David. He saith unto them, How then doth 
David in spirit call him Lorn? saying, The 
Lorp said unto my Lorn, Sit thou on my 
right hand, till I make thine enemies thy 
footstool. If David then called him Lorn, 
how is he is Son? And no man was able to 
answer him a word.’? What a pity they 
did not think of Dr. Channing’s solution— 
‘¢ It was the homage which according to the 
age was paid to men invested with great au- 
thority '’? They knew that he claimed to be 
the Messiah. On the supposition that the 
Messiah is divine the question is easily an- 
swered, but if he be a mere man, as the Pha-- 
risees held, it is impossible to solve it. They 
saw his drift, they knew his meaning, and 
were enraged the more because they could 
not successfully meet him. | 7 
From these instances it is perfectly plain, 
that Christ had actually acquired the charae- 
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ter of abold blasphemer among the Jews, long 


before his arrest. And when arrested, under 
oath he confirmed the impression that he 
‘‘made himself God”? by declaring not only 
that he was the son of man, and the son of 
God, but also the final Judge. His condem- 
nation was therefore pronounced,on the ground 
that he was guilty of blasphemy and sought to 
lead the people topay divine homage to him- 
self. No candid man, it appears to us, can 
resist the conclusion that they understood the 
expression *‘Son of God,” in the last sense 
we have mentioned, viz. identity of nature. 

Nor can it be doubted that Christ was fully 
aware they thus understood him: and that 
they understood him rightly is evident from 
the fact that Jesus, who on all other oc- 


‘easions was quick to point out their mistakes 


did not say that they apprehended him in a 
wrong sense. 
He did not upbraid them with panting any 


forced construction upon his words. As none 
knew better than he the meaning of lan- 


guage, as ‘“‘he knew what was in man and 
needed not that any should teach him,’’ he 
designedly used an expression to denote his 
Supreme Godhead, which the Jewish Court 
in view of his already acquired character, in 
view of all the circumstantial details of his 
controversies with the Jews on this very 
point, could not misunderstand.. How could 


‘they? His assertions were plain. Ne equivo- . 
‘cation, no explanation, no apology escaped 
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him, but he meant to make the impression he 
did make. They knew what he said, and 
he Knew what they understood. There. 
was therefore no mistake. Now if Christ 
thus affirming, and being thus understood be 
not truly and properly God coegual with the 
Father, it follows that the Jews were right 
when they denounced him as a ‘‘ wretch not 
fit to live,”? for he bore false witness against 
himself, and thus was a perjured man! In 
consequence of this, his blood was upon his 
own head, because in virtue of his own testi- 
mony he was condemned, when a simple 
declaration of the ¢ruth, might have saved his 
life ; therefore he was in fact a suicide! In- 
asmuch as he refused to disabuse the court of 
wrong impressions which he himself had 
made and confirmed, and must have known it, 
he was superlatiwely dishonest ! Because he 
set himself up as an rwoL, and is the author 
of the most stupendous system of idolatry 
the world ever saw, the most righteous act the 
Jewish court ever did, was to condemn him ! 
We do not see how it is possible to get rid 
of these horrid consequences which make us 
tremble as we write, Deny his Divinity and’ 
you must say, that when Christianity was es- 
tablished, various forms of idolatry gave way 
only to. make room for another more mon- 
strous than either, or all of them put togeth. 
er; and we poor deluded idolaters, are spend- 
ing 9ur exertions and exhausting our zeal to 
convert certain other poor deluded idolaters 
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to a system of error more fraught with death 
than theirown!! Deny his Divinity and 
you brand him at once with infamy, provided 
these conclusions are fairly drawn! How 
any, in view of his failure to disabuse the 
court of wrong impressions when such tre- 
mendous consequences follow, how any can 
regard him as good moral and virtuous, is 
beyond our ken. 

It is clearly a quibble to say that our Lord 
was not obliged to explain the phraseology, | 
he used, by which he had acquired a charac- 
ter so detestable in the eyes of his nation ; it 
is the very poorest evasion to say, he was 
not obliged to explain before the Jewish court, 
nor correct any of their misconceptions ; £63 
who does not see that in point of veracity, a 
man betrays the very worst moral obliquity, 
when he uses designedly an expression in one 
sense, and knows at the same time that they 
‘to whom it is addressed, must understand it 
in another ? “Would not this conduct reflect 
upon our Saviour just as much as the most 
palpable. falsehood. Certainly. He who is 
truth itself, never could have’ acted thus. 
This is proved by his-demeanor before Pilate 
on his second trial, where he was ‘as honest in 
preventing misconceptions of the truth, as 
he had before been a a in enforcing: ‘its 
claims.) ©) a 

After the dlegrabetal proceeding’ of the 
‘night, when the “Sanhedrim passed sentence 
of death upon our Lord, and maltreated bisa 
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in the most brutal manner, they thought it 
expedient to have another meeting. . Accor- 
dingly, ‘‘ very early in the morning, all the 
chief priests and elders of the people with 
the scribes and the whole council, held an as- 
sembly to consult how they might put Jesus 
to death.” They had condemned him, but 
it Was a question whether they could secure 
his execution; for the Romans had taken 
away from them the power to inflict. capital 
punishment. It was necessary therefore, to 
have him condemned by the Roman power 
that he might be executed by Roman autho- 
rity. | . 
The expedient they hit upon was, to ac- 
cuse Christ of Hien Treason. The Romans 
very well knew what was their expectation 
in reference to the Messiah, and that the time 
had elapsed by their calculation, for the ap- 
pearance of a great military chieftain who 
should free them from their vassalage to that 
empire. That great solicitude was felt on 
this subject, is evident from the horrid act of 
Herod, by whose bloody decree the babes of 
Bethlehem were slain, in hopes of cutting off 
their expected Messiah. It was very natural 
therefore, that this assembly should think it an 
admirable plan to take advantage of this fee}- 
ing of jealousy.on the part of the govern- 
ment; for they rightly judged that any one 
advancing the claims of a King, ag Christ 
had done; would stand a poor chance of ea 
cape. To make, sure of better testimony 
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than that of the unlucky blunderers whom 
they had suborned, they led Christ into their 
council a second time, black with bruises, and 
disfigured by barbarous violence. Although 
he had been condemned, they determined to 
put him upon another, anda more public tri- 
al; and they began by going over the same 
ground, with the view however, of mainly 
pressing him upon his claim of being the 
Messiah? ‘* Art thou the Messiah? tell us. 
And he said unto them, If I tell you, ye will 
not believe: andif I also interrogate you, 
ye will not answer me, nor let me gu. Here- 
after shall the Son of man sit on the right 
hand of the power of God. Then said they 
all art thou the Son of God ? and he said un- 
to them, I am. And they said, What need 
we any further witness? for we ourselves 
have heard of his own mouth.’’ 

They now had again, a full confession that 
he claimed to be both God and man, and by 
consequence the Messiah. ‘* And the whole 
multitude of them led him away to Pilate.”’ 


2. CuRisT BEFORE PILATE. 


It was important for the Sanhedrim to ob- 
tain the death of Christ if they could, on the 
sentence of theirown court,to sustain their rep- 
utation with the people; for the very fact of 
their being obliged to.go to theRoman governor 
in this matter, reminded them. of their abject 
existence. as.a mation. Arrived at the door of 
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the Pretorium, for fear of contracting de- 
filement from Gentiles they would not go in. 
Pilate aware of their scruples, came out in- 
to the paved court, and seeing a prisoner 
bound *§ said to them, what accusation bring 
ye against this man ?”’ By this their dignity 
was much affronted, as if it were an insult to 
suspect them of asking the death’ of an in- 
nocent man; and they replied, ‘¢Ifhe were 
not a malefactor, we would not have deliver- 
ed him up unto thee.’? Pilate knew their 
character too well to be deceived by their pre-— 
tensions, and as they made no accusation, he 
gave them to understand that if they had se 
adjudged, so they might deal with him ac- 
cording to their law. This was bitter irony, 
and they had to state the reason why they 
came to him, ‘‘ It is not lawful for us to put 
any man to death. Pilate having insisted 
upon an indictment, and knowing that the 
Roman. law would not regard the penalties of 
the Jewish, they concluded to prefer against 
him the crime of Hiren Treason. ‘6 We 
found this fellow perverting the nation, and 
forbidding to give tribute to Cesar, saying that 
he himself is Christ, (the Messiah) a King.”’ 
This ground was the’ most promising that 
could be taken, for should he deny that he 
ever proclaimed himself a King, there would 
be an end to his career, as he would have 
been branded by a hundred oaths with palpa- 
ble falsehood ; and if on the other hand, he 
should make the asertion that he was: a King, 
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it must be taken asa plea of guilt, so iney 
thoughtthemselvessure of their suit. Herethen 
was some need of explanation, for although 
the naked assertion were true, in Pilate’s 
court it would have conveyed a false impres- 
sion. Did our Saviour eitherrefuse to explain 
or deny his claims? He didnot. He plainly 
did the one, and boldly maintained the 
other. ‘Then Pilate called Jesus, and said 
unto him art thou the king: of the Jews ?— 
And he answering, said unto him. Thou 
sayest.”? Now if he had stopped here, a 
false impression might have procured his con- 
demnation. Truth demanded that Pilate 
should know the exact sense in which he used 
that word. Therefore our Lord informed him, 
“‘ My kingdom is not of this world: if my 
kingdom were of this world, then would my 
servants fight, that I should not be delivered 
to the Jews: but now is my kingdom not 
from hence.’’? This at once served to quiet 
the apprehensions of the governor, if he had 
any; but he proceeded to reiterate the ques- 
tion, and Christ varied hisexplanation. ‘6 Art 
thoua king then 2”? ‘¢ Thou sayest that lam 
a king. To this end was I born, and for this 
cause came [I into the world, that I should 
bear witness unto the truth. Every one that 
is of the truth heareth my voice.’’ Pilate 
was satisfied with the explanation. He saw 
clearly that Christ laid no claim to temporal 
power to the prejudice of the Roman Govern- 
ment; and since he had no ambition for the 
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royal purple, he was convinced he harbored 
no treasonable designs against his monarch. 
Then Pilate went out to the Jews, who were 
waiting the issue in anxious expectation of the 
condemnation of Christ, and announced his 
ACQUITTAL. 3 
We need not -enlarge upon the way in 
which this unjust judge was intimidated by 
the disappointed and furious mob. Since Pi- 
late had acquitted him of the crime they 
brought, they called upon him to execute the 
sentence of their court ; threatening him, if he 
did not, with am accusation before Cesar for 
disloyalty and breach of trust, in refusing to 
punish a criminal condemned by his own na- 
tion, and accused of high treason. ‘‘ If thou 
let this man go, thou art not Cesar’s friend. 
Whosoever maketh himself a king, speaketh 
against Cesar.”? His cowardice prompted 
him to act in direct violation of his own 
convictions, for *“*he knew that the chief 
priests had delivered him for envy.”? Thus 
Christ died a martyr to the doctrine of his 
own SuPREME GODHEAD. a 
No candid man will say,that our Lord was not 
equally honest before the Jewish tribunal and 
the Roman court. In the former,he was under- 
stood to assert his own proper divinity, and 
was adjudged guilty of blasphemy, “ because 
being a man he made himself God.”? This was 
the exposition they had all along put upon 
his words,and on this account he had acquired 
the character ofa blasphemer, and finally was 
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condemned for blasphemy; and by a strange 
combination of circumstances, for this sin 
againstthe Jewish law, he was made to suffer 
a Roman punishment. Now if he were not 
God, but only a very good man, why did he 
not explain, as he did before Pilate? Why 
did he not reject with disdain an imputation 
so foul, that failure to disavow, ought forever 
to extinguish the pretentions of the best man 
that ever lived ? Here isa corner from which 
there is no getting out. _ If Christ were really 
a good man, he must also be God; but if he 
be not God, then tous the consequence seems 
inevitable, he must have beeh the very worst 
of bad men / / a deceiver, a perjured man, a 
suicide, and a fool for dying in support of a 
false fact!!! His disciples are idolaters ; eve- 
ry Christian misled by the Bible to believe in 
the Trinity, is divinely misled ; and the most. 
pious, are the most impious; and their cher- 
ished system of Religion the worst that ever 
cursed the world!! Thus the opposers of our 
doctrine must meet another dilemma— Either 
they must admit that Christ, if only a man, 
was & VERY BAD MAN, or if a good man, that 
he is the Supreme Gop. 


VJ. THE MESSIAH. 


ly ea er BE not Gop, THEN HE IS NOT THE 
Messian. 


‘The word Messiah nieans the “ anointed,” 
It. was'a custom among the Hebrews to an- 
oint. with oil their High-Priests, Ex. 30: 26— 
30, and their Prophets and Kings. 1 Kings 
19:16. T he Prophets proclaimed the appear- 
ance ofa great: Prophet, an everlasting Priest 
and a glorious King, who combining these 
three offices in himself, was anointed by God 
to execute all their duties in teaching, re- 
deeming and reigning’ over his own chosen 
people. Is. 45. 7. Is. 61: 1. Daniel 9: 
24, 25. 26. ‘Messiah the Prince,” thus fore- 
told in the Old Testament is Crarsr, or the 
‘‘anointed”’ of the New. He is called ‘ the 
Prophet of the highest,’? Luke 1:76. ‘° The 
High Priest of our profession,’? Heb. 3: 1. 
and ‘‘ King of Kings.” Rev, 19: 16. 

By proving the divinity of Christ we of 
course prove the divinity of the Messiah.— 
That He was expected to be a divine persom 
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is abundantly evident from the Scriptures, and 
from writings of the ancient Hebrews ; though 
itis with great probability supposed, that in the 
time of our Saviour the Jews lost the faith of 
their fathers, and believed their Messiah was 
to be but a man, raised up to restore their na- 
tion to superior greatness and renown. With 
their belief so secularized and perverted, we 
have nothing to do. We simply and briefly 
will show that if Christ be not God, he was 
not the Messiah. 

Is| 2:18.—And the wots he shall utterly 
abolish. The chapter containing this pre- 
diction, speaks of what was to happen 
in the last days, ‘‘Out of Zion — shall 
go forth the law, and the word of the Lord 
from Jerusalem.”? This was signally fulfill- 
ed when the Messiah commissioned his 
Apostles to preach the gospel to every crea- 
ture. The Messiah then is to abolish idols 
utterly ; but if Christ be not God, he is not 
Messiah, if he be onlya creature, he has not 
abolished idolatry. So far from this, he has 
been exalted as the greatest and most dange- 
rous of all idols, Christians have been and 
are the grossest idolaters, and Christianity is 
the worst system of delusion that has ever 
appeared! The Koran says, “‘ the temptation 
to idolatry is more grievous than to kill in the 
sacred mouths.” ‘*Where are the idols which 
ye called upon besides God ?—God shall say 
unto them at the resurrection, Enter ye with 
the nations which have preceded you, of genii 
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and of men, into hell-fire.”” Mohammedan- 
ism is therefore a better system than Chris- 
tianity, which exalts a man into an idol! Mo- 
hammed is better than Christ, who receives 
divine homage as God, when he is but a 
man; and the prophet of Mecca has better 
claims to the Messiahship than Jesus of Naz- 
areth, because he succeeded better in abolish- 
ing idols! And the Koran is better than the 
Bible, which is full of temptation to idolatry !! 
Consistency then would seem to demand, that 
they who deny the divinity of our Saviour, 
should prefer the system which they believe 
acknowledges but one Gop, to that which, 
according to them, teaches the existence of 
THREE. Why be inconsistent ? 

So long as they call the worshippers of 
three Gods ‘‘ fellow Christians,’’ and ‘ breth- 
ren,”’ they acknowledge their system to be 
Christianity, but nothing can be plainer than 
this, the same system cannot teach Theism 
and Tritheism. There is no difference be- 
tween a Tritheist and Polytheist. We can- 
not be Christians and Idolaters too. We 
therefore prefer from our opponents the name 
which precisely delineates our religious be- 
lief as they think, to the heartless compli- 
ment which says one thing and means ano- 
ther. | 


OBJECTIONS. 


\ 


VII[. Opsyecrions From ScripTuRE AND REa- 
SON ANSWERED. 


It becomes us to notice the prineipal objec- 
tions which have been made to the doctrine 
advocated in these pages. We believe that 
men may be just as sincere in an error as in 
the truth, but sencerity cannot blot out the 
eternal distinction between them, nor annul 
the differences they make in human charac- 
ter. Were it otherwise, the mission of our 
Saviour would have been in vain; and the on- 
ly conceivable preference of truth to error 
would be in the advantages that might ac- 
crue to the structure of human society, one 
system being the better, because the more 
favorable to the enjoyment of a greater 
amount of social happiness. Were it other- 
wise, the Hindoo would receive nothing bet- 
ter from Christianity as a religious system 
than emancipation from one routine of cere- 
monies to embrace another, or none at all, as 
best suited him. Sincerity however is to be 
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respected, while indifference is to be con- 
demned. The objections of the former are 
entitled to consideration, the heartlessness of | 
the latter can only claim pity, while it de- 
serves contempt. 

The only question which concerns us is 
this—Is the doctrine of Christ’s Supreme God- 
head fairly proved from Scripture, and from 
the absurdities that seem to follow its denial, 
upon the supposition that the Bible is the in- 
spired word of God? If so, objections 
cannot destroy that proof. ‘‘ Objections”’ says 
an ingenious writer ‘against a thing fairly 
proved, are of no weight. The proof rests 
upon our knowledge, and the objections upon 
our ignorance. . It is true that moral demon- 
strations, and religious doctrines may be at- 
tacked in a very ingenious and plausible 
manner, because they involve questions on 
which our ignorance is greater than our know- 
ledge: but still our knowledge is knowledge ; 
or in other words our certainty is certainty.— 
When you have proved that the three angles 
of every triangle are equal to twe right an- 
gles, there is an end of doubt; because there 
are no materials for ignorance to work up in- 
to phantoms.”’ But there is a wider field for 
gathering such materials in moral and reli- 
gious subjects, and their use is just to bring 
up such phantoms as shall delude us by their 
unsubstantial forms. 

Now in regard to the objections made to our 
doctrine from scripture, they invelve what is 
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technically called ‘‘ignoratio elencm,’’ and 
the fallacy of shifting ground. ‘The ques- 
tion is this. Is Christ the Supreme God? 
The argument brought to prove that he is man, 
shifts ground, because it does not maintain 
the negative of the real question; it only proves 
another proposition about which there is no 
dispute. Weare all agreed that Christ is 
really and truly man, therefore to bring proofs 
for this, instead of answering the proofs of 
the affirmative of the real question. is utterly 
irrelevant, for the conclusion that ‘* Christ 
is not God,’ by no means follows. 

The ‘ fallacy of objections”’ is this, ‘‘show- 
ing that there are objections against some plan, 
theory, or system, and thence inferring that it 
should be rejected; when that which ought 
to have been proved is, that there are more or 
stronger objections, against the receiving than 
the rejecting of it.”” Jesus Christ is the Su- 
preme God. Our objections to rejecting this 
as the truth, have been informally stated ; but 
for the sake of contrasting their relative 
strength with that of those presented in op- 
position, we may be allowed to show them in 
a formal order. 

Ist. li the most glorious names of the Su- 
preme God are given to Christ, and we can- 
not therefore abandon our doctrine, without 
endorsing blasphemy and without involving 
ourselves in the absurdity that God has 
no name by which he can be distinguish- 


ed. from his creatures. To meet this, we 
Qe 
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think it incumbent on our opponents to show 
by the definition of blasphemy, that our ob- 
jection does not he, and that there is no ab- 
surdity as we state, | 

2d. The most glorious attributes of God are 
predicated of Christ, and we therefore cannot 
reject his Divinity without involving ourselves 
in the absurdity that God has no attribute by 
which he may be distinguished from his crea- 
tures; and we think our opponents cannot 
ask us in fairness to adopt their belief, with- 
out showing that this is no absurdity at all. 

3d. The most glorious works of God are as- 
cribed to Christ, and we cannot therefore give 
up the doctrine of his Godhead, witbout nul- 
lifying the divine argument by which the 
existence of the Almighty is proved; without 
involving ourselves in the absurdity that a 
creature is his own Creator, and that this 
creature-creator may be and not be, at the 
same time; and without involving ourselves 
in another no less, viz. that God has perform- 
ed no work by which he may be distinguish- 
ed from his creatures. We think that these 
must be met by arguments to prove them no 
absurdities at all. 

4th. The worship of God by angels and 
men, by the inhabitants of heaven and earth, 
is represented as given to Christ; and we 
cannot therefore but believe he is God, with- 
out involving ourselves in the absurdity, that 
God has no peculiar worship by which he may 
be distinguished from his creatures. This too 
must be shown to be no absurdity at all. 
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5th. We must believe that Christ is God 
as well as man, because if only man, he 
is the worst man that ever lived. We think 
this must be met, by showing that he being 
only a man, did not dissemble when on oath; : 
that he made no false impressions upon the 
Jews; that he did not, by his omissions of 
statement, by his representations and induce- 
ments, lead men to worship him, and that he 
is not the object of the highest religious wor- 
ship by the representation of the Revelation. 

Now we ask, have these arguments presen- 
ted in various forms a thousand times ever 
been met? We have reason to believe they 
never have; certainly nothing has come 
within the range of our own observation 
but irrelevent texts which only prove what 
we most fully admit. We most distinctly be- 
lieve our Saviour is man having a human bo- 
dy and a human soul both of which are ne- 
cessary to form human nature, that as a man 
he was sent into the world to ** magnify the 
law and make it honorable,’’ by suffering the 
punishment that law pronounced against 
transgressors, in behalf of all those who were 
given him before the foundation of the world ; 
by which sufferings he magnified the law i in 
declaring its righteousness’ and immutability, 
and made it honorable by rendering a full 
satisfaction to its righteous demands in the 
room of his people. ‘This is a distinctive fea- 
ture of our belief which Dr. Channing calls 
the ‘*heart-withering faith of the Genevan 
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school!’’? But we also believe that Christ is 
the Supreme God; and we have given our 
reasons for it according to the direction in 1 
Pats 1p. Hf 

The Rev. Mr. Lamson thus writes.  ‘‘Uni- | 
tarians take the Bible in their hands, as they 
say, and sitting down to read it, as plain un- 
lettered Christians, and with prayer for Di- 
vine illumination, they find that the general 
tenor of its language either distinctly asserts 
or necessarily implies the Supremacy of the 
Father, and teaches the inferior and derived 
nature of the Son. In proof of this, they 
appeal tosuch passages as the following: 
‘¢ This is life eternal, that they might know 
thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ 
whom thou hast sent.”? (John 17:3.)  ¢* For 
there is one God and one Mediator between 
God and man, the man Christ Jesus.” (1 
Tim. 2:5) ‘My Father is greater than I.’’ 
(John 14: 28.). ** My doctrine is not mine but 
his that sent me.”? (Ibid.7: 16.) ‘‘ I speak 
not of myself.” (Ibid. 14:10.) ‘‘I can of 
mine own self do nothing.’’ (Ibib. 5: 30.) 
‘¢ The Father that dwelleth in me he doeth 
the works.” (Ibid. 14: 10.) ‘‘ God hath made 
that same Jesus,whom ye crucified, both Lord 
and Christ.?? (Act#2:36.) ‘Him hath God 
exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and 
a Saviour.”? (Ibid. 5: 31.) Now we solemnly 
believe that all these texts, and many more 
‘¢ distinctly assert, or necessarily imply the 
Supremacy of the Father, and teach the in- 
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ferior ‘and derived nature of the Son,” as to 
his humanity. This therefore forms no dif- 
ference between us. ‘To present that upon 
which we are agreed, as an argument in the 
matter upon which we disagree, is egregious 
trifling. These texts are in perfect harmony 
with those we have quoted in proof of the 
Supreme Godhead of Christ, upon the admis- 
sion of his two natures ; but upon the suppo- 
sition that He is a mere creature they are per- 
fectly irreconcilable, the whole Bible becomes 
an enigma that must baffle every attempt at 
producing an agreement between these two 
classes of texts. We can show their harmo- 
ny upon our doctrine, but without it, no such 
harmony in our optnion can be made to ap- 
pear. To present these texts then, being 
wholly irrelevant, is to no purpose. Why 
not take the texts which we think prove the 
Deity of Christ, from both the Old and New 
Testament, and cope with them? Why not 
*‘take the Bible in their hands, and sitting 
down to read it, as plain and unlettered Chris- 
tians, and with prayer for divine illumina- 
tion,’’ strive to show how Christ can be Jeho- 
vah, the Most High God, the true God, 
the only Wise God, the everlasting Father, 
the Great God, God over all blessed forever, 
Omniscient, Omnipotent, Omnipresent, Eter- 
nal, Immutable, Our Creator, Preserver, and 
‘inal Judge—and yet with all these most glo- 
rious perfections, be only a crEATURE? This 
would be achieving something to the pur- 


94 ee 


pose, it would be a_rare piece of work which 
the world as’yet has never seen. Until this 
be done, there is no fair argument ; no meet- 
ing of the real question in dispute at all. 

But lest we might he thought reluctant to 
touch these texts, we will briefly consider 
them. Christ says in his prayer, ‘‘ This is 
life eternal, that they might know thee the 
only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou 
hast sent.” Christ as man prays to God in 
the behalf of his chosen. As such he is man- 
ifestly distinguished from the Father. He was 
the ** sent of God,’’? who came to do his will. 
But does this text prove that Christ was not 
God ? No, it only distinguishes the manhood 
of our Redeemer from the Godhead. If it 
prove that Christ is not the only true God, by 
the same reasoning the Fathercan be proved 
not to be the only wise God. - Jude thus prays 
to Christ, ** Now unto him that is able to 
keep you from falling, and to present you 
faultless before the presence of his glory with 
exceeding joy, To the only wise God our Sa- 
viour, &e.’’ If the one text excludes the Son 
from Deity, the other must exclude the Fa- 
ther from Deity. But this writer exclaims, 
‘© Does a Being pray to himself?’ We might 
answer this by asking, Does a Being pr esent 
to himself 2 How can Christ ‘ present us to 
himself, or before the presence of his glory ?’ 
If He be but a man the last text involves 
the very absurdity complained of! butif he be 
God as well as man, the objection is answer- 
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ed; as man, like other men, he prayed to 
God, whose nature is as distinct from Christ’s 
human nature, as from ours, but yet united 
with it in a way ours never can be. In some 
places the Scriptures speak of Christ as God, 
in others as man, in others as God and man. 
In all this there is no contradiction. The 
Eternal Son, “took not on him the nature of 
angels; but he took on him the seed of A- 
braham.’’? Heb. 2: 16. 

1 Tim. 2:5.— For there is one God, and 
one Mediator between God and man, the man 
Christ Jesus.”? Mediation implies satisfaction, 
and for this purpose it was necessary that our 
Saviour should be God and man, for how 
could a mere man satisfy God for his fellows ? 
Besides if Christ was only a man why is the 
statement to that effect made ? Why the as- 
surance, that that man, was a man!! It must 
have been for one of two reasons, either to 
guard us from supposing he might be God or 
angel, or to intimate that he was both God 
and man, the man being the mediator, be- 
cause the sufferer by whom satisfaction was 
made. It could not have been to guard us 
against this supposition, for in the next pre- 
ceding verse but one,our Saviour is denomina- 
ted God; therefore the intention of the Apos- 
tle must have been to point us to the specific 
nature in which mediation was made ‘‘by God 
our Saviour.”? This text therefore in its 
connection, is plump eguinst the system in 
whose behalf it has been pressed. 
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John 14: 28.‘ My Father is greater than 
1.” By urging this text our opponents not 
only make out that our Saviour was a man, 
but also by consequence that he was a blas- 
phemer ! These words contain a comparison, 
and for any creature to compare himself with 
his creator, is arrogance, presumption and 
blasphemy. Besides it makes our Saviour 
talk nonsense! What would be said of the 
best man that ever lived should he stand up 
among his fellows and say, ‘‘ My Creator is 
greater than I am !”’ 

A perusal of this chapter will show conclu- 
sively that Christ’s comparison had no re- 
spect to nature, but to work. He describes 
himself as the great ambassador sent to our 
fallen world, and in this respect ‘* the Father 
that dwelt in him doeth the works,” and is 
therefore greater than He. So Christ as an 
ambassador, said ‘‘ 1 speak not of myself.”— 
‘¢T can of mine own self do nothing.’? Such 
language was perfectly suited to him in his 
official capacity. Thus we can clearly ex- 
plain every passage of this nature in perfect 
consistency with our doctrine, and we are con- 
fident that a multitude of passages, some of 
which we have quoted, cannotbe tortured in- 
to consistency with the scheme of our oppo- 
nents. Let it be also observed, that the Spirit 
of inspiration in John, by thu scheme, is 
made inconsistent with itself; forin the first 
chapter of this Gospel the "Word that was 
made flesh, is narrated to be Gop; but if this 
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text prove Christ to be nothing more than 
man, it also proves that John in the first 
chapter penned a falsehood ! 

The great objection made to our doctrine is 
this, Christ is everywhere styled the Son of 
God, and he calls God his Father. Now as 
the Scriptures were given tous that we might 
understand them, as they speak to us in terms 
that we can comprehend, terms familiar to us, 
terms descriptive of human things and rela- 
tions, when these are applied to divine things, 
itis argued, that the human relation of Father 
and Son, must necessarily suggest the inferi- 
ority of the Son tothe Father when speaking 
of a divine relation. 

As we have already considered this phrase, 
we must be very brief. Either it denotes 
identity of nature with.God, or it does not. 
If it does, there is an end of the argument; 
if it does not, then it remains with our oppo- 
nents to show how they can vindicate our 
blessed Saviour from prevarication. The Jews 
understood this phrase to denote equality with 
God,.and Christ knew it; and without correct- 
ing their mistake, he died in the support of an 
untruth !!1 .Besides,: the Apostle says He 
‘thought it not robbery to be equal with God.’ 
Now when we compare this with the interpre- 
tation the Jews put upon his words, when 
we consider that the reason why they stoned 
him was—‘‘ that he being aman, made him- 
selfequal with God ; because he said, I am the 
Son of God,’ we can see no way of escape 
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from the belief that Christ is God. But why 
did he call himself the Son, using a term that 
conveys to us the idea of posteriority and in- 
feriority 2 We reply, that we are bound so 
to interpret the phrase that it will not contra- 
dict the explicit declarations of scripture ; 
that this term expresses a distinction in the 
Godhead which we cannot understand. The 
terms Father and Son with us denote identity 
of nature, but when applied to the Godhead 
it does not therefore follow that the relation 
must be in all respects the same. When men, 
worms of the dust, begin to explain the mode 
of the divine subsistence, and erect their de- 
ductions of reason into a standard of faith, 
they act hke the men who assert there is no 
bottom to the ocean, because their lines are 
too short to fathom it. ‘* Who by searching 
can find out God??? We must be content 
with revealed facts when they are above our 
finite capacities, but when we transcend this 
obvious duty, ‘‘ cur foolish hearts are dark- 
ened.”? | 

Our opponents are great philosophers, rea- 
soners, and metaphysicians,and they upbraid 
us because we are neither. «Thus writes Dr. 
Channing. ‘‘ We believe Jesus is one mind, 
one soul, one being as truly one as we are, and 
equally distinct fromthe one God. We com- 
plain of the doctrine of the Trinity, that not 
satisfied with making God three beings, it 
makes Jesus Christ two beings, and this intro- 
duces infinite confusion into our conceptions 
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of his character. This corruption of Chris- 
tianity alike repugnant to common sense and 
to the general strain of scripture, is a remark- 
able proof of the power of a false philoso- 
phy in disfiguring the truth as itis in Jesus.”’ 
Again he says, ‘* According to this doctrine, 
Jesus Christ, instead of being one mind, one 
conscious intelligent principle, whom we can 
understand, consists of two souls, two minds; 
the one divine, the other human; the one 
weak, the other Almighty; the one ignorant, 
the other omniscient. Now we maintain that 
this is to make two beings.”? ** Can youcon- 
ceive of two beings in the universe more dis- 
tinct? We have always thought that one 
person was constituted and distinguished by 
one consciousness. The doctrine that one 
and the same person should have two distinct 
consciousnesses, two wills, two souls, infinite - 
ly different from each other, this we think an 
enormous tax on human credulity.’? Here 
the Doctor professes to give our exact senti- 
ments on this subject. Has he doneso? Nor 
av ALL. Whoever maintained the absurdity 
he has presented 2 Nosopy. Whoever so 
taxed human credulity as to demand such a 
belief in Christ? Nosopy. Why then is 
this statement made 2? We know not, unless 
to display the skill of setting up Pins to 
knock them down again. Now we believe 
as fully as any could wish, that the repre- 
sentation he has given is both unphiloso- 
phical and irrational. He either understood 
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our views, or he did not. If he did not, this 
representation of them, charges him with ig- 
norance with which a man of his acknow- 

ledged abilities cannot be taxed. If he did, 

then it charges upon him something else. 

Our view of the Person of. Christ, cannot 
be more lucidly stated than in the lancwage 
of Dr. Dick. ‘Christ is as truly man as he 
is God. This peculiar relation was indispen- 
sably necessary to the unity of the Mediator. 
Had the two natures, however intimately con- 
nected, not been personally united, their ac- 
tions would not have been referable te one 
agent; there would have been two agents 
perfectly distinct, whereas now the person of 
Christ, if I may so express myself, is one 
principle of operation in the ieee ANS 
of our redemption.”’ 

‘¢'To illustrate this point more fully, I re- 
mark that it was not a human person which 
our Saviour assumed, but a human nature. 
The distinction between these is important, 
and should be carefully considered. By a 
person, we understand an intelligent being 
subsisting by himself, and not dependent up- 
on any other. This is the meaning of the 
word when it is used in reference to men; 
when applied to the Trinity, it expresses a 
distinction which we cannot explain. To say 
that the Son of God assumed a human person, 
would be an express contradiction, because 
there is an idea imported in the word assu- 
med, with which the personality of his hn- 
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man nature is absolutely inconsistent ; for it % 
imports that he made it his own; and 
besides, on this supposition, as we have 
already remarked, the acts of the man 
would not have been the acts of the Son 
of God, and consequently would not have 
been available for our salvation. He as- 
sumed a human nature, or, in other words, 
made it his own nature, by giving it a subsis- 
tence in his divine person. The term person- 
ality merely imports, that the nature of which 
we are speaking, subsists by itself. To deny 
therefore the personality of the human na- 
ture of Christ, takes nothing from it that is 
essential ; it simply represents it as standing 
in a peculiar relation to another nature. It 
would have been a person, if it had not been 
united to the Son of God; but, being united 
to him, it cannot be called a person, because 
it does not subsist by itself, as other men do; 
each of whom has an independent exis- 
tence.”’ 

‘¢ When in speaking upon this subject, we 
use the phrase, the constitution of the person 
of Christ, itis necessary to guard against a 
misapprehension of the meaning. It is not 
that his person is made up of two constituent 
parts, the divine and the human nature: for 
this would imply that the Son of God was 
not a person before the union, or that he be- 
eame a different person after it.”’ 

We have been lengthy in our quotation to 
show the utter unfairness of the aforesaid re- 
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presentation, and we cannot avoid believing, 
that the author knew the exact sentiments of 
this quotation, to be the faith of Trinitarians. 
How far then he is to be trusted in his state- 
ments of the creed of others, is quite obvi- 
ous. We believe that Christ was a perfect 
man, but as he was born unlike other men so 
he subsisted unlike other men; and all this 
is perfectly compatible with reason and reve- 
lation. 

This author further states, there are “‘ com- 
paratively few passages, which are thought 
to make him (Christ) the Supreme God.” 
Whether this be true we leave to the judg- 
ment of the candid reader. But perhaps it 
may be a matter of curiosity to know how 
these few are managed by the most distin- 
guished and able man who has appeared in 
this country, against the Deity of our Lord. 
He says ‘* It is our duty to explain such texts 
by the rule which we apply to other texts, in 
which human beings are called gods, and are 
said to be partakers of the divine nature, to 
know and possess all things, and to be filled 
with all God’s fulness. These latter passa. 
ges we do not hesitate to modify and restrain 
and turn from theirmost obvious sense, be- 
cause this sense is opposed to the known pro- 
perties of the beings to whom they relate ; 
and we maintain that we adhere to the same 
principle, and use no greater latitude, in ex- 
plaining as we do, the passages which are 
brought to support the Godhead of Christ.” 
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Where do we find texts informing us that 
human beings are partakers of the divine 
nature ? Nowhere. The text alluded to is 
2Pet. 1: 4, where believers, it is said, by the 
promises may be partakers of a divine nature, 
clearly alluding to the new birth, the being 
born from above. Is ‘the most obvious sense’ 
here the divine essence ? Where are crea- 
tures said to “* know all things’??? Nowhere. 
Where are they said to ‘* possess”? all things 2 
Nowhere. Is the phrase ‘** that ye might be 
filled with all the fulness of God’’ in its 
““most obvious sense,”’ ‘*the fulness of the 
Godhead”? ? Certainly not. The former 
must mean the fulness of which God is the 
author, and which he imparts to his people ; 
the latter, the fulness of his essence. The 
immediate context of words and phrases is 
the place to look for the ‘most obvious sense’ 
of a passage, ‘The basis therefore of this rule 
is simply the assumption of a parallelism be- 
tween those passages which support the divi- 
nity of Christ, and others containing similar 
words and phrases whose context shows no 
such parallelism exists. 

If the Bible be the work of Inspiration, if 
all its parts have the common impress of a 
divine origin,nothing can be clearer than this, 
we must adopt that faith in which all its re- 
vealed facts shall harmonize. Upon the admis- 
sion of the Godhead of our Redeemer, every 
passage respecting his person and his work is 
beautifully consistent with the whole ; but if 
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this, he denied, then. before any thing like 
consistency can be seen, we must take all the 
texts specifying the most gloricus names, ti- 
tles, attributes, works, and worship of the De- 
ity, that are applied to Christ, and subject 
them to the operation of a rule, by which 
they must be MoDIFIED, RESTRAINED, and TUR- 
NED FROM THEIR MOST OBVIOUS MEANING!!! 
What an admission! What desolation and 
destruction does this carry over the whole 
field of divine truth! Was there ever such 
a rule of exegesis as this, by which the Holy 
Oracles are made to bend to the preconceived 
opinions of men? What rule could better 
subserve the interest of the Papacy and of 
Deism? Let it be carried out, and we shall 
soon get rid of the Bible altogether, for it 
lays the groundwork for a DENIAL OF ALL RE- 
VELATION. ‘lo systems of faith, as well as to 
men, the words of Christ apply in all their 
force, ‘‘ Wherefore by their fruits shall ye 
know them.’’ 

The system that denies the doctrine of the 
Supreme Godhead of Christ, denies also the 
following doetrines viz. the Trinity, the Deity 
of the Holy Ghost,the Atonement and Satifac- 
tion of Christ,the total depravity of ournature, 
regeneration, and justification by grace. On 
the other hand, it palliates human depravity, 
it makes good works the ground of deliver- 
ance from wrath, and of the enjoyment of 
heaven. It exhibits Christ as a man wlio 
came to set us an example of virtue, In the 
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pursuit of which we work our passage to a 
happy immortality, It denies the doctrine of 
endless punishment, holding that ‘ no act of 
a finite being, a frail, sinaing child of dust 
can possess a character of infinity or merit an 
infinite punishment.”? According to it, the 
moral quality of sin cannot lead to infinitely 
disastrous results, notwithstanding the Bible 
says, ‘* Many of them that sleepin the dust 
of the earth shall awake, some to everlasting 
life, and some to shame and everlasting con- 
tempt.”? The wicked, ‘shall go away into 
everlasting punishment; but the righteous in- 
to life eternal.’? But if we are able to under- 
stand the meaning of language, all these doc- 
trines denied are the very ones to which 
the greatest prominence is given. ‘The doc- 
trine of the vicarious sufferings of Christ per- 
vades the whole Bible, and if this be strick-. 
en out, its value to us as sinners is nothing : 
for then the sentence stands out in horrible 
distinctness, ‘* The soul that sinneth, it shall 
die.”’ ‘‘Cursed is every one that continueth 
not in all things that is written in the book of 
the law, todothem.”’ The question then must 
forever remain unanswered ‘‘ How | shall 
man be just with God ?”’ and the appalling as- 
surance must be to us the pledge of unutter- 
able despair, ‘“‘“Except your righteousness 
shall exceed the righteousness of the Scribes 
and Pharisees, ye shall in wo case, enter the 
kingdom of heaven.”? If the Righteousness 
of our exalted Redeemer cannot avail for the 
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covering of human guilt, who dare, after a life 
of the fairest earthly fame is spent, and the 
applause of the world be the tablet of his ep- 
itaph, who dare stand upon his own merits 
before his final Judge 2 Talk not of Repen- 
tance, tears of blood can never obliterate the 
stains of moral guilt. Sorrow for sin can ne- 
ver purchase exemption from suffering for sin. 
Mercy can never be shown until. justice be 
satisfied. Therefore the death of Christ must 
avail in reconciling these attributes of an 
immutable God for the extension of relief. 
Because Christ was ‘‘ made sin for us, who 
knew no sin,that we might be made the right- 
eousness of God in him,’’ Paul could argue 
with a *‘therefore,”’ that there is no condem- 
nation_to the believer. If this be not the 
scheme of divine love whose convergent fo- 
cal rays consumed every doubt in his heart, 
and hghted a flame of rapturous joy within 
him, under the influence of whose glow he 
indited his eighth chapter to the Romans, he 
reasoned most absurdly. ‘Who shall lay 
any thing to the charge of God’s elect? It is 
God that justifieth. Who is he that condem- 
neth ? It is Christ that died, yea rather that 
is risen again, who is even at the right hand 
of God, who also maketh intercession ror 
us.”? These are passages that fill us 
with all the animations of hope, but if there 
be no positive connection between the *‘blood 
of the Lamb’? and the redemption of the 
soul, our hope is extinguished, our despair is 
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begun. If we must turn away from the doc- 
trine of Christ’s righteousness as the procu- 
ting cause of salvation, to the cheerless hope 
of an unassured acceptance in the face of a 
broken law unredressed, what can that pro- 
mise us but the bitterness of disappointment ? 
No, reader, if we are ever saved it must be by 
the embrace of this truth, ‘‘ The blood of Je- 
sus Christ cleanseth from «ll sin.”?? 1 Jonn, 1: 
1. And when all earthly ties are broken, 
and we are launched away from time, our 
characters must have been moulded by the 
operation of this truth, if when on the bil- 
lows of Jordan, our hope like Noah’s dove 
sent forth, shall bring us back the olive-branch 
of peace. 

Our personal salvation depends upon our 
rehance on Christ as the God-Man Mediator. 
‘¢ Being justified by his blood, we shall be sa- 
ved from wrath through him.” “ He gave 
himself ror us that he might redeem us from 
all iniquity.”? ‘* We are redeemed, not with 
eorruptible things, but with the precious blood 
of Christ.”? The song of heaven is this 
‘ Thou hast redeemed us to God by thy blood.’ 
Now if the means of our acceptance with 
God, be the merits of Christ, and if his peo- 
ple be bought by his blood, it is perfectly 
plain that if we reject him as he is set forth 
In these quotations, we must be undone for- 
ever. ‘* Therefore we ought to give the more 
earnest heed to the things which we have 
heard, lest at any time we should let them 
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as For if the word spoken by angels was 
steadfast, and every transgression and disobe- 
dience received a just recompense of re- 
ward; How shall we escape, if we neglect 
s0 great salvation.”’ 


PERADPP LIL LPL DDI LIS 


In the foregoing pages, we have not said 
all that might be said to prove the divinity of 
our glorious Redeemer; but we think we have 
said “enough to show, that the denial of this 
doctrine is attended with serious difficulties, 
and followed by alarming consequences. We 
hope nothing has escaped our pen harshly 
written, for while we do hold Socinian- 
ism to be a most dangerous perversion of the 
Gospel, we are conscious of nought but an 
earnest desire that they who are misled by ‘it, 
may be brought to weigh it in the balance of 
Bible-truth. We think the Deity and atone- 
ment-of Christ, are so explicitly laid down in 
Scripture, that nothing but a desire to main- 
tain a party, could determine any | mind to do 
violence to the word of God, in. order te 
evade their admission. If it be necessary, in 
the interpretation of those passages that 
clearly prove these doctrines, to ‘* modify,and 
restrain, and turn from their obvious sense.”’ 
the words of the Holy Ghost, what reliance 
can be placed upon the Bible atall? Ifthe 
licentiousness of criticism be allowed. te 
change the meaning of words and phrases, 
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dves not this at once carry ruin to our Rule 
of Faith? Does not the system which avows 
such a principle, betray itself as the perver- 
sion of the Gospel ? | 

If God’s love was manifested simply it 
the gift of a man whose duty was to in- 
form us that He will save, on our repen- 
tance ; and to present us an example which 
we must follow: what higher exhibition of 
love did He give in this bestowment, than in 
sending that ‘‘ cloud of witnesses”? Paul men- 
tions, whose virtues and patience in suffer- 
ing, taught precisely the same lesson, and 
were designed for the same effect? By such 
a view of the transcendent love of God, we 
think this text and others of like import, de- 
nuded of their peculiar *preciousness, and 
made to convey an impoverished sense whol- 
ly unworthy of their language, and far below 
their obvious import. The sufferings of Christ 
are held up as the great attractions of the 
Cross, and the atonement for sin which they 
effected, thus delivering from a righteous con- 
demnation all those who by faith repose in 
him for victory over sin, death, and hell, is 
made the great theme of the New Testament. 
‘¢ He appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice 
of himself.” ** Who his own self bare our 
sins in his own body on the tree.”? ‘* For Christ 
also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the 
unjust that he might bring us to God.” * Blot- 
ting out the hand writing of ordinances which 
was against us nailing tt to his cross.”? These 
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texts, beyond a doubt, teach the doctrine of vi- 
carious suffering. If not, what do they teach ? 
If they do,then what can engage my soul more _ 
than a view of Christ sustaining the pains of 
death, that my salvation might be attainable ? 
Whatcan so melt down my hardnessas a view 
of the Royal Sufferer laying down his life toe 
save me from the curse of thelaw? Butif he 
died as the mere victim of human violence 
if there were no more virtue in his blood than 
in the blood of a martyr, how are these texts 
to be vindicated from falsehood and decep- 
tion? The Gospel presents the atonement 
of Christ as the broad basis of our hope, and 
. the grand means of salvation. Hence Paul 
says, ‘‘I endure all things for the elect’s sake, 
that they also may.obtain the salvation which 
isin Christ Jesus with eternal life.’? But if 
Jesus did nothing for our salvation, but preach 
a future state, establish night principles of 
conduct, and present a holy example for our 
imitation, we ask how is salvation in him 
more than in any other man who did the 
same things? By the scheme which strips 
Christ of his Godhead, the whole Bible, we - 
think, is stripped of its interest to us as. sin- 
ners ; for if he be only a creature, itis impos- 
sible to receive the doctrine of atonement by 
satisfaction. The declaration that God will by 
no means clear the guilty, stands out in fearful 
prominence, and when we turn to the fruits 
ef our own defective obedience, as the rea- 
sons for our acceptance with God, we are met 
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_ with the assurance ‘‘ By the deeds of the iaw 
then shall no at be justified in his sight.’’ 
This text, and many others, imply that we 
MUST BE JUSTIFIED from the guilt of sin, 1. e. 
constituted just before God. But if this can- 
cannot be done, either by the righteousness 
of Christ imputed to us, or by our own works, 
then the question still remains unsolved, 
‘‘ What must I doto be saved?” If we be 
told, we must ‘‘ believe on Christ,’?? we ask 
what is their peculiar in him upon which our 
faith can fasten? Wuy is this direction gi- 
ven? What connection is there between an 
act of simple intelligence, and the salvation 
of the soul? Wecan see none. But view- 
ing Christ as our ‘¢ Passover slain for us,’’ we 
have an important reason to offer, why he is 
to us **the chief among ten thousand,’’ and 
worthy of all our love. We regard him as 
our ‘*Surety,’? ‘Whom God hath set forth to 
be a propitiation through faith in his blood— 
that He might be just, and the justifier of him 
who believeth in Jesus.’ Without this Surety- 
ship of Christ, we believe we cannot be sa- 
ved, and we think this is strongly made out 
by divine argument. ~ 

It is our hope, Dear Reader that our com- 
pany has not been unprofitable. If yon have 
been benefitted, we are satisfied; but before 
we part, in view of what Christ has done for 
us, let us join in saying ‘‘ To the only wise 
God our Saviour be glory and majesty, domi- 
nion and power, both now andever, Amen,”’ 


APPENDIX. 


LDA nee 


Iw his controversy with Dr. Priestley, Bish- 
op Horsley gave the substance of the follow- 
ing letter, to show how easily Mohammedan- 
ism and the scheme of Dr. P. might be made 
to amalgamate. This letter was written more 
than a century before, and although by his 
ewn showing, its sentiments were his own, 
Dr. P. roundly denied its authenticity; where- 
upon the Bishop had recourse to the original 
document, which he found in the Archiepis- 
copal Library at Lambeth written in a very 
fair hand with two other papers on the same 
subject: and he thus writes, ‘1 do most sol- 
emnly aver, that I have this day, Jan. 15, 
1789, compared the letter to Ameth Ben 
Ameth, as published by Dr. Leslie in his So- 
cinian Controversy Discussed, with the manu- 
script in the Archbishop’s Library, and find 
that the printed copy, with the exception of 
some trivial typographical errors, is exactly 
conformable to the manuscript, without the 
omission or addition of a single word.’’— 
Horsley’s, Tracts, p. 270. 
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This letter was rejected by the Musselman 
without examination, thus it came to be pre- 
served in the said Library. We transfer it from 
Leslie’s works,now scarce,as a theological curt- 
osity, mainly interesting on account of the 
_ practical tendencies and exegetical manifes- 
tation of the system it advocates; a system 
in no respects altered, since the fraternal 
overture was made to the followers of the 
False Prophet. 


> 


AN EPISTLE BDEDICATORY TO HIS ILLUSTRIOUS EXCELLENCY 
AMETH BEN AMETH 


Embassador of the mighty Emperor of Fez and Morocco, to 
Charles I, King of Great Britain. 


Amongst the many splendid entertainments and receptions, 
amidst the several congratulatory encomiumas and_ presents, 
that were offered unto your excelleney, as public testimonies 
of the esteem and admiration the inhabitants of this western 
empire do justly conceive of the mighty and glorious Emperor 
of Morocco, your master, and of your ewn peculiar virtues; 
there hath been no such address or present made unto your 
excellency, none, as we presume, that was of a weightier im- 
portance (though slenderer appearance) than this, which we 
now submit to your liking and acceptance, at your departure, 
For the contents thereof, being about the mysterfes of that all 
sufficient and invisible one Deity; its own intrinsic value 
needs no words, nor the usual adornments that might be ex- 
pected from us, to set it out with an outward splendor, to so 
discerning a Person in spiritual and sublime matters, as 
your excellency is known to be, even in the judgement of 
learned Universities. Besides, truth in these countries is fain 
to go, sometimes like Princes, in a disguise ; who being out 
of their own kingdoms, are mr aOF to put by their royal habili- 
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ments, for to converse with more safety and freedom, with a 
few wise and faithful worthies they can best trust. Religion 
then, Excellent Sir, the Religion of an one only Godhead (aa 
also of many other great verities,wherein ye agree with our sect 
and disagree from other Christians) is the vailed Princess, 
whereof we are now become the ventursome ushers into your 
excellencie’s presence ; I said ventursome not by reason of 
any affront we need fear at your hands, but rather from the 
rash severity of some of our own fellow christians here, for 
venting those verities we shall declare to hold in common with 
you ; (which are contrary to them) yet Christ’s and our spirit 
is otherwise, to essay by gentle persuasions and Union with 
all mankind, as far as may be. 

Know therefore, Noble Sir, that we are of that sect of Chris- 
tians, that are called Unitarians; who first of all, do both ir 
our own names, and in that of a multitude of our persuasion 
(a wise and religious sort of people) heartily salute, and con- 
gratulate your excellency, and all that are with you, as votaries 
and fellow worshippers of that sole swpreme Deity of the Al- 
mighty, Father and Creator: And we greatly. rejoice, and 
thank his divine, bounty, that hath preserved your Emperor, 
and his people, in the excellent knowledge of that truth, touch- 
ing the belief of an only Sovereign God, (who hath no dis- 
tinction or plurality of persons) and in many other. wholesome 
doctrines, wherein ye persevere ; about which, this our wes- 
tern part of the world, are declined into several errors, from 
the integrity of their predecessors. But besides this much in 
the general, our attendance on your excellency at this time, 
hath a more special prospect as you shall perceive by the sequel. 
For, about, thirty or more years, there came an Embassador, 
as your excellency is, from the Emperor of Morocco into En- 
rope ; with whom Count Maurice of Nassau, Prince of Orange, 
(a Protestant Christian) and the Prince of Portugal (a papal 
Christian) held a conference about the Christian and Mahom- 
metan Religion. ‘The Embassador deferred then to speak 
fully his mind on the matter till after his return home, and 
when he had there consulted with the learned in the Alcoran, 
ae sends his answer ina letter; which not only sets forth the 
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tenets of his own Religion, but also refutes some errors held 
among the Protestant and Romanist Christians; in some of 
which, as in other points we presume that Embassador was 
mistaken and misinstructed. Now we herewith present unto 
your Excellency a faithful transcript of that letter, that’s with 
difficulty to be seen, only in the cabinets of those Princes to 
whom it was directed in Latin: Not that we account the con- 
tents thereof to be a novelty to you that are of that Religion, 
but because it isa piece of rarity and learning; and chiefly, 
for that it is the foundation on which we build another small 
piece er two in the same language: The which we here dedi- 
cate likewise unto your Emperor, to your Excellency, and 
to his Mauritanian subjects, the which comprehends the main 
design of our waiting on you at present. Now forasmuch as 
that noble Embassador doth in this Letter write some things 
which to us seem very ungrounded, and therein charges with- 
out sufficient distinction the whole body of Christians with 
such errors which we Unitarians do abhor as well as the Ma- 
hometans, with whom we must agree in such, even against 
our other fellow Christians; therefore we that are fained to be 
more exercised soldiers in such controverted points of Relig. 
ion, and should best know the differences in Europe about the 
same, shall undertake in this our second and third treatise, 
(which are but as observations on that letter.) First, to set 
forth (for your better information) briefly and distinctly, in 
_ what points all Christians do generally agree with the Mahome- 
tans in matters of Religion. Secondly, in what things Chris- 
tians universally disagree from you, with the reasons for the 
same. Thirdly, in what cases you do justly dissent from the 
Roman Catholics. Fourthly, that Protestant Christians do 
join with you in your condemning of those Romish errors, 
and theirs and our reasons for the same. Fifthly, we intend 
there to lay down in what articles we the Unitarian Chris- 
tains (of all others) do solely concur with you Mahometans, (to 
which we draw nigher in those important points than all other 
Protestant or Papal Christians.) With our additional argu- 
ments to yours, to prove, that both we and you have unavoid- 
able grounds from Scripture and Reason, to dissent from other 
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Christians. in such verities, (tho? we do count them pert 
our brethren in our Lord Jesus Christ. 

Therefore in the sixth place. We, as your nearest fellow 
champions for those truths ; We, who with our Unitarian 
brethren were in all ages exercised to defend with our pens the 
Faith of one Supreme God, (without personalities or pluralities) 
as he hath raised your Mahomet to do the same with the sword, 
as a scourge on those idolizing Ohristians ; We, I say, in this 
our peculiar lot in religious controversies, shall in our duty 
of love undertake to discover unto you, in these our Books, 
those weak places that are found in the platform of your re- 
ligion; and shall herein (with your favor) offer to your con- 
sideration some materials to repair them; For we do (for the 
vindication of your Law-Maker’s glory) strive to prove that 
such faults and irregularities, not cohering with the fashion of 
the rest of the Alcoran building nor with the undoubted sayings 
of your prophet, nor with the Gospel of Christ, (whereof Ma-- 
homet would have himself to be but a preacher) that therefore 
(I say) those contradictions were foisted into the scattered pa. 
pers found after Mahomet’s death, of which in truth the Alco- 
ran was made up; it being otherwise impossible that a Man of 
that judgement, that hath proved itself in other things so conspi- 
cuously, should be guilty of so many and frequent repugnancies 
as are to be seen in those writings and laws that are now adays 
given out under hisname. We do then in these our papers en- 
deavor to clear by whom,and in what time such alterations were 
made in the first setting out of the Alcoran: and tho’ we have 
ten times more to urge on the same subject than we present, 
yet by afew summary touches. that we have here in afew 
days made up for your view, we suppose there may be enough 
to satisfy any unprejudiced and thinking persons: Such as 
it is, we beseech you to accept thereof as friendly advices left 
to your reason and conscience to judge of with yourselves ; 
seeing we offer not the same as.to defame or upbraid you, but 
out of humanity and a loving spirit, to the end that if you think 
fit to examine and redress those errors, we may by your pro- 
ceedings stop the mouths of your adversaries, against whom we 
are often fain.to stand for you in such points wherein we may 
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well and reasonably do it. Lest after all, your excelleney 
should judge of thisour undertaking and present, in a narrow 
and contracted idea suitable to the slenderness of our persons, 
parts, or retinue who are but two single philosophers,* and 
yet come asorators of those Unitarians, whom we proclaimed 
to be so great and considerable a People, it is necessary we 
should give a short view of the antiquity and extent of this 
noble Sect, and hint to yowthe reasons that makes them in 
these European parts use such cautiousness ; and as to their 
sentiments to carry themselves, as those Princes I mentioned, 
to go tncognito. 

As to their Antiquity, I need but call it to your mind, that 
not only all the Patriarch’s down from Adam till Moses, not 
only all the Jews under the written Law, and the Old Testa- 
ment, to this very day, were still worshippers of an one only 
God (without a Trinity of Persons ;) but that also all the prim- 
.itive Christians, in, and after Christ and his Apostle’s time, 
never owned any other besides that single and Supreme Deity ; 
and all the true and purest Christians their lawful disciples do 
te this very day worship no other but the sole Sovereign God, 
the Father and Maker of all things. And therefore are we call- 
ed Unitarians, as worshippers of that one only Godhead in 
Essence and Person, that we may be distinguished from those 
backsliding Christians named Trinitarians, who own three 
€o-equal and self-subsisting Persons, whereof every one is an 
absolute and infinite God, (as they pretend) and yet they'll 
have all these three to be but one God; which is such a con- 
tradicting absurdity, that certainly our wise Maker and Law- 
fiver would never impose it to be believed upon that harmo- 
nious and relative rectitude he hath placed in the reason of 
Man. But of the first who opposed this rising error in old 
times, was Paul of Samosate, a zealous and learned Bishop of 
Antioch with His people and adherents; he lived sixty years 
before the Council of Nice, that was held on this subject 


* The agent of the Socinians who bore this letter, was Monsieur 
Werze. Asthey would have expurgated the Koran,so they have 
the New Testament. and all traces of the divinity of our Saviour 
are expunged in their Improved Version. This was easily done by 
the aid of Criticism, and of Dr. Channing’s rule. 
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about three hundred years after the ascension of Christ our 
Lord. There was also Marcellus Bishop of Ancyra in Galatia 
with his friends and followers: Eustathius Bishop of Antioch, 
and Arius a Presbyter of Alexandria, with many more that 
lived in the time of that Council, did openly withstand and 
refute the Trinitari ian Schism, as we see in the chronicles of 
that age. I omit Photinus of Bishop Syrmium, and the famous 
Nestorius, with many more persecuted persons for the same 
truth: Who, tho’ they had some nominal differency about the 
too curious expositions of those mysteries; yet they agreed im- 
that main point of the undistinguished sovereign unity. And 
from the reign of the Emperor Constantine, both the oriental 
and occidental Empire gene ally persisted for some hundred 
years in that same faith, resisting those contradictory opinions 
of the Trinitarians; Even in the declining times of Christian- 
ity, occasioned by the growth, or the tyranical usurpation of 
the Popes and Clergy, who would force their private notiona. 
and human inventions on Men’s consciences ; that is, in the. 
reign of the Emperor Charles the great about the year eight 
hundred; Bonosius and Elipandus with other Bishops and 
Christians in. Spain, unanimously opposed the doctrine of the 
Trinity. And of late years in Europe, stood up the pious and 
noble personage Faustus Socinusand his Polonian association 
ot learned personages, that writ many volumes against that and 
other sprung up errurs among Christians. But now to lay before 
your Excellency, the extent of this orthodox faith of the Uni- 
tarian Christians, in what nations is it held, be pleased to 
observe that all the Christians throughout Persia, Armenia, 
Mesopotamia, those call’d of St. Thomas, and some Holland- 
ers, and Portugeze in Asia, those that live among the Greeks 
in Europe, even your neighboring Christians in Nubia: All 
those together (which far exceed the Trinity asserting Chris- 
tians) do maintain with us, that Faith of one Sovereign God, 
one only in person and essence.* And why should I forget to 
add you Mahometans, who also consent with us in the belief 
and worship of an one only Supreme Deity? To whom be 
glory forever. Amen. 


*Bp. Horsley has sufficiently invalidated these claims, 
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But in the west and north of Europe.we are not so numerous, 
by reason of the inhumanity of the Clergy, who contrary to the 
gentle ways of Christ, would convince us and suips. but by 
Fire and Thunder, and Goals, and Swords o| 
patient carriage and brotherly love towards thee or their prec- 
ious truths we still hold in common, might evidence to them of 
what sort of spirit both they and we are. et our People are 
numerous in Poland, in Hungary, Holland as wellas England, 
but being under the threats of such un-christian persecutors 
{which hath been in the wisdom of God the lot of all true 
Christians from the begining, for to try, exercise and for- 
tify their knowledge and virtue by the opposition of their 
adversaries) we cannot open ourselves, nor argue touching our 
Faith, but that even our nearest friends that are Trinitarians, 
out of a mistaken zeal would be the first to deliver us up to 
Bishop’s Courts, prisons aud inquisitions to the endangering 
both our lives and fortunes. That is the sad reason, that we 
have not hitherto waited in greater nwmbers,to congratulate and 
welcome your excellency, nor can at this present in such a man- 
ner as we well judge to be suitable to your grandure, and the 
respect we bear to your Prince and People, for any share of 
divine truth, you or any other do hold entire with us from our 
God and from our Saviour Christ. 

Countenance therefore this philosophical plainness and free- 
dom (that’s part of our profession) which emboldens us two to 
be more forward than others of our persuasion, to offer to you 
rather than fail, even a mess of our own trade. Such slight 
presents in appearance as these little Books are, whose con- 
tents nevertheless we think so important for the good of your 
souls, that we would be ready (if acceptable) to go and assert 
the contents thereof, to the learned of your Country, had we 
any prospect of success, while we are uncertain what entertasn- 
ment attends such as would object any thing against your Al- 
coran be it never so modestly and lovingly proposed. 

Therefore, since we cannot now in Person, be pleased, 
Noble Sir, to communicate the import of these manuscripts, 
to the consideration of the fittest persons of 7 your Country-men, 
only asa ecantling of what the more learned of our Unita- 
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rian Bretheren could say, far beyond anything that’s here on 
these subjects of our differences. And lest you might think it 
too mean an office to be instrumental in spreading - any suck 
divine verity ; consider, ifit be sogreat amatter to perform the 
part of an Embassador among earthly Princes (which your ex- 
eellency hath so laudably done of late) how far more glori- 

~ eus is it, to undertake the least embassy, in the cause and Re- 
ligion of the Supreme bea of the world? To whom "ye . 
giory and dominion for ever, Amen. 
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Bnutered according to Act.of Congress in the year 1843, by 


WILLIAM R. GORDON, 


Ye the Clerk’s Office of the District Court of the Southern Distrist of 
‘ New-York. 
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